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PREFACE 


THE  following  Lectures  originated  in  a  desire  to  interest  the 
Catholics  of  St.  Wilfrid's,  Preston,  in  the  Encyclical  Satis 
Cognitum  (on  the  Unity  of  the  Church),  and  met  with 
gratifying  success.  Among  other  results  they  excited  in  both 
press  and  pulpit  considerable  controversy  among  non- 
Catholics,  and  the  objections  there  put  forward  were 
answered  as  the  course  proceeded.  The  Preston  disputants 
we  may  regard  as  types,  since  the  difficulties  against  Papal 
Infallibility  started  by  them  are  urged  again  and  again 
wherever  and  whenever  the  controversy  breaks  out.  The 
Lectures  were  published  immediately  after  delivery  by  the 
Preston  Branch  of  the  Catholic  Truth  Society,  and  are  here 
re-published  in  a  modified  form  and  with  the  omission  of 
opponents'  names,  in  the  hope  that  they  may  help 
Catholics  better  to  defend,  and  non-Catholics  better  to 
apprehend,  Papal  Infallibility  and  all  that  it  implies. 
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LECTURE  I. 
INFALLIBILITY  A  NECESSARY  CONDITION  OF  FAITH. 

Faith  is  necessary  to  salvation.  Other  truths  of  Christianity 
may  have  been  obscurely  expressed;  but  about  this  fundamen 
tal  doctrine  God  has  left  no  room  for  shadow  or  suspicion 
of  doubt.  With  terrible  clearness  our  Lord  said  :  "  He  that 
believeth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved  ;  he  that  believe  th 
not  shall  be  condemned,"  or  as  the  Anglican  version  reads, 
"  he  shall  be  damned."*  Faith  is  absolutely  necessary  for 
salvation.  St.  Paul  says  in  language  not  to  be  mistaken  :  — 
"  Without  faith  it  is  impossible  to  please  God."  f  Faith, 
moreover,  is  the  first  direct  step  to  God,  for  again  the  same 
Apostle  tells  us  :  —  "  He^that  cometh  to  God  must  believe  that 
He  is  and  is  a  rewardeFto  them  "that  seek  Him."  J 

Faith,  then,  is  an  essential  condition  of  salvation.  Other 
of  ronrsoj  there  are  —  hop^  tor  example, 


and  charity  —  but  the  most  fundamental  isTaith.  With  faith 
it  is  possible  indeed  for  a  man  to  be  lost,  for  even  "  the 
devils  believe  and  tremble  ;  "  §  but  without  faith  it  is  impos 
sible  for  a  man  to  be  saved.  A  man  may  be  anything  you 
like,  a  scientist,  an  orator,  a  philanthropist,  a  philosopher, 
generous,  cultured,  rich,  influential  —  everything,  in  a  word, 
that  the  world  admires  and  esteems,  but  without  faith  one 

*  Mark  xvi.  16.  t  Heb.  xi.  6. 

J  Heb.  xi.  6.  §  James  ii.  19. 
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thing  assuredly  he  is  not,  he  is  not 'a  Christian.  The  life  of 
such  a  man  may  be  a  brilliant  success,  as  this  present  world 
measures  success.  But  from  the  standpoint  of  the  future 
world  that  man's  life  is  a  dismal  failure.  Men  would  perhaps 
canonize  him,  but  God  will  certainly  condemn  him.  Christ 
has  pledged  His  word  that  for  such  a  man  there  is  no  salva 
tion.  "  He  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned." 

What,  then,  is  faith  ?  Faith,  injjie  generalj  is  the  accept- 
ance  of  a  statement  solely  on  the  authority  of  the^rjersorrvvho 
makes  it.  Hence,  faith  may  be  either  human  or  divine. 
WheTf  our  informant  is  man,  our  faith  is  human.  When  our 
informant  is  God,  our  faith  is  divine.  Now  divine  faith,  is 
defined  by  Pope  T.P.O  XIII.  in  his  EncvclicaTorTPhe  Unity  of 
the  Church  thus : — "  Faith  is_jhat  supernatural  virtue  by 
whicHTtErougrrthe  help  oFGod  and  throngfr  th*  assistanro 
of  Hi^r^pajivp_j2glipv^J:Z^bnf'  ^p  has  revealed  to  berime, 
n  ojxmaccountofjj^^ 

1  ight  ofreason75ut~bec^sfi  of  the  authority  of  OnH  Himself, 
the  ReveaTerTwho  can  neither  deceive  nor  be  deceived." 

Divine  faith,  therefore,  requires  the  mental  assent  to  be 
unconditional,  unhesitating,  unreserved,  without  suspicion  of 
doubt,  absolutely  certain.  Without  absolute  certainty  you 
may  have  a  notion,  or  a  view,  or  a  persuasion,  or  an  opinion, 
or  a  private  judgment,  or  an  inclination  to  believe,  or  a  will 
ingness  to  believe  ;  but  divine  faith  you  have  not.  Why  not? 
Because  the  one  motive  of  faith,  the  sole  reason  moving  you 
to  believe,  is  God's  word.  The  mnHvp  of  Hi  vine  faith  is 

not  hnmnii^ntfinrity  nol-  thp  J-pnrhiQg_of  nny  Church,  not  thp 
consensus  of  the,  learnedjjiotjheevidence  of  your_«;p!nseg^nnt 
the  natural  light  pi-reason  ;  but_th£_cause  is,  God's  word  nnd 
Godis_^ord»alo_ne.  Now  God's^authority,  the  divine_jgQrd. 
exc1ijdesnotonjy^errbrt)ut  jhe^bare  jpossibility  of  error  To 
doul5t7llEerefore7~eveirthe  smallest  poin_^t  ljQd!sjreyeIation, 
to  waverirl  vour  .belief^__to  distrust--l±i£_divine  word,  is  a 
deadly  insult  to  God.  And  the  reason  is  clear.  For  Onrl3 
the  ^^al^fr-eanljielther^geceive  nor  bp  Her.pivpd- — His 
knowledge  is  infinite!  ITis  veTacity  is  infinite.  He  is  Truth 
itseTfandj^mnotj^eceiye.  He  is  \Visctom  itself  and  cannot 
be  deceived. 
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GpcTs_reyealed  word,  then,  is  the  sole  motive  of  divine 
faith. 

Next,  what  is  the  object  about  which  divine  faith  is  exer 
cised  ?  What  are  the  things  spoken  by  God  which  for  sal 
vation  we  must  believe  ?  Can  we  count  them  ?  Can  we 
give  a  list  or  catalogue  of  them  ?  Certainly  we  can.  Here 
again  Christ  has  supplied  an  answer  clear  as  the  noonday 
sun.  He  says  to  His  Apostles  and  to  their  successors,  the 
bishops  and"  priests  of  His  Church : — "  Going  therefore 
teach  ye  all  nations  ....  teaching  them  to  observe  "- 
what  ? — "  teaching  them  to  observe  ALL  things  whatsoever 
I  have  commanded  you.  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized 
shall  be  saved;  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned."* 
Hence,  as  the  Encyclical  lays  down,  each  and  every  revealed, 
truth  and  every  part  of  it  and  in  God's  sense  you  musFun- 
COnditionally  accept.  You  jinay^nnt  eyp.rr-.isq  yp^r  private 
judgment  on  the- doctrines  of  Christ ;  you  may  not  pickjmd 
""cfioose  as  you  likej  you  may  not  take  and  leave  as  you  list. 
Either  you  are  wholly  with  Christ  or  wholly  against  Him. 
"  He  that  is  not  with  Me  is  against  Me,  and  he  that  gathereth 
not  with  Me  scattereth."  f  To  doubt  the  smallest  point  of 
the  Christian  faith  is  to  become  a  schismatic  or  a  heretic. 
To  call  in  question  one  single  note  of  divine  revelation  is  to 
exclude  yourself  from  the  bosom  of  the  Church.  Hold  all 
other  doctrines  but  deny  Christ's  Godhead  and  you  are  an 
Arian  and-  a  heretic.  Deny  the  twofold  nature  in  Christ  and 
you  are  a  Eutychian  and  a  heretic.  Deny  the  oneness  of 
Person  in  Christ  and  you  are  a  Nestorian  and  a  heretic.  In 
like  manner,  denial  of  the  Trinity  makes  you  a  Unitarian 
and  a  heretic.  Denial  of  -the  validity  of  infant  baptism 
makes  you  a  Baptist  and  a  heretic.  Denial  of  the  sufficiency 
of  grace  for  all  men  makes  you  a  Calvinist  and  a  heretic. 
And,  finally,  though  you  should  profess  every  other  jot  and 
tittle  of  the  Catholic  faith  but  deny  Papal  Infallibility,  you 
are  a  Protestant  and  a  heretic.  [The  first  condition,  therefore, 
and  the  supremely  necessary  condition  for  salvation  is  that 
you  believe,  with  unfaltering  certainty,  each  and  every 
doctrine  that  God  has  revealed,  in  the -sense  in  which  He 
*  Matt,  xxviii.  19  ;  Maik  xvi.  16.  t  Matt.  xii.  30. 
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has  revealed  it,  and  because  He  has  revealed  it.  "  He  that 
believeth  not  shall  be  damnecL^J 

Now,  are  all  these  revealed  truths  easy  to  understand? 
Are  they  all  within  the  easy  comprehension  of  even  the 
young  and  the  illiterate  ?  Quite  the  reverse.  The  funda 
mental  doctrines  of  the  rhristknJaLtJLare  utterly  beyond  the 
created  intellect.  They  completely  baffle  the  mind  of  man. 
They  are  supernatural  mysteries.  They  soar  so  high  above 
man's  mental  ken  that  his  natural  reason  could  never,  by 
itself,  have  argued  even  to  their  bare  existence.  What 
heights  of  sublime  metaphysics,  too  lofty  for  human  eye  to 
scan,  rise  majestic  out  of  the  subtle  mystery  of  the  ever- 
peaceful  Trinity  !  What  abysses  of  profound  philosophy, 
too  deep  for  human  plummet  to  fathom,  open  out  to  view  in 
the  glorious  mystery  of  the  Hypostatic  Union  of  the  J:\vo 
Nj.tures__of^  Christ  under  one  Divine  Personality  !  In  the 
Holy  Sacrament  6T  the  Altar,  in  the  dogma  of  Transubstan- 
tiatiorijjn  the  change  of  the  substance  of  bread  and  wine  In  to 
the  Body  and  Blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  what  stupendous  pro 
blems  dazzle  and  bewilder  the  feeble  mind  of  man !  Yes, 
other  sciences  we  can  master ;  but  one  science  there  is  which 
create3~ intellect  can  neveT  sound,  which  finite  mind  'can 
never  exEaust — the  science  of  Divine  Theology,  the  science 
of  the  doctrines  taught  by  Jesus  Christ. 

Men,  indeed,  often  declare  nowadays  that  they  will  accept 
nothing  which  they  cannot  understand,  and,  therefore,  they 
deny  all  supernatural  mysteries.  But  why  ?  For  as  some 
truths  exceed  the  capacity  of  some  men's  minds,  so  other 
truths  may  exceed  the  capacity  of  all  men's  minds.  The 
uneducated  cannot  prove  the  daily  rotation  of  the  earth  on 
its  own  axis,  or  the  yearly  revolution  of  the  earth  round  the 
sun,  yet  they  do  not  on  that  account  deny  either  the  one 
fact  or  the  other.  They  accept  these_truths  on  the  word  of 
others  more  competent  than  themselves  to  judge.  Again, 
jusTas  the  unformed  minds  of  the  illiterate  cannot  master 
these  physical  problems  which  are  easy  enough  to  the  trained 
intellect  of  the  mathematician,  so  neither  can  the  limited 
mind  of  finite  man  understand  many  things  which  are  simple 
truths  to  the  unlimited  mind  of  the  infinite  God.  But  we 
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accept  these  revealed  truths  on  the  Wordjjf_God,  because  He 
i|TompetenTToludge  and  we  are  not  We  may  note,  too, 
tEatmysteries  are  not  confined  to"  the  sphere  of  religion. 
Take,  for  example,  Creation ;  who  can  understand  it  ?  Who 
can  understand  how  something  has  been  made  out  of 
nothing  ?  But,  as  we  cannot  understand  it,  are  we  there 
fore  to  deny  it? 

How?  then,  is  man  to  know  what  the  difficult  doctrines_of 
diymerevelation  are  and  in  what  sense"  they  must  be  under 
stood?  Beliefin  all  of  them  is  jiecessary  for  salvation;  yet 
how  can  we  belfeve  them  unless  we  know  them  ?  It  is  evi 
dent,  therefore,  that  God  who  under  pain  of  eternal  damna 
tion  exacts  belief  in  these  dogmas  must  have  put  it  within 
the  reach  of  all,  within  the  easy  reach  of  all,  to  find  out  not 
only  what  these  dogmas  are  but  also  how  they  must  be 
understood.  And  this  easy  method — whatever  it  be — must 
be  easy  for  all ;  easy  for  the  ignorant  as  well  as  for  the 
learned,  for  the  poor  as  well  as  for  the  rich,  for  the  child  as 
well  as  for  the  adult,  for  the  savage  as  well  as  for  the  civilized 
man.  That  God  must  have  provided  such  an  easy  way  for 
all  is  evident,  and  needs  no  proof.  To  question  it  would'  be 
to  insult  God's  goodness. 

Moreover,  this  jLeacher,  this  authority  appointed  by  God 
tojnterpret  His  revelations  Jx)  ail,  rmjst_J)C_y^a]^voitny  be 
yond  the  slightest  chance  oferrorT  Such  authorit^jnust  be 
infallible.  Who  can  doubt  this  assertion  ?  For  if _not_in- 
fallible,  such  authority  might  ejjj  ami  its  decision  wduIcTthtts 
Beget,  not_certamty,  but  doubt.  It  might  err,  and  thus  its 
teaching  might  lead  me,  not  to  heaven,  but  to  hell.  If  this 
God-appointed  teacher  were  not  infallible,  God  would  have 
exacted  from  me  under  pain  of  eternal  damnation  belief 
without  doubt  in  a  teacher  who  could  cause  nothing  but 
doubt.  If  this  God-appointed  guide  were  not  infallible,  God 
wouW  have  exacted  from  me,  under  penalty  of  everlasting 
fire,  implicit  trust  in  a  guide  whom  my  reason — my  God- 
given  reason — showed  me  to  be  utterly  unworthy  of  trust. 
And,  in  that  case,  no  power  in  heaven  or  on  earth  should 
ever  induce  me  to  believe.  In  that  case,  God  would  have 
contradicted  Himself  and  so  would  have  ceased  to  be  God. 
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So  far  I  have  led  you,  step  by  step,  along  a  straight  and 
well-trodden  path — a  path   travelled   by  every   Christian- 
Catholic    or    non-Catholic.       For    all    Christians,    all    who~7 
believe   in    the    Bible,    are    agreed:  —  first,    that   faith   isC 
)    necessary  for   salvation;   secondly,   thatTaith    by   iFs^veryj 
i    definition,  implies  full  certaJnty^rall  that  Gob!  has  revealed;- 
tMrtny^~QTat  the  iundamentaLdoctrines  of  Chfistianity^'re ; 
beyond  man'sfealionj  and  fourthly,  that  God  has  left  some-\ 
where  in  the  worrcfan   authority  competent  to  inform  m- 
\  fallibly  even  the  savage,   even  the  child,  what  doctrines,  to 
\   avoid  hell  and  attain  heaven,  he  must  believe,  and  in  what 
sense  he  must  believe  them. 

We  come  now  to  the  crucial  question  as  to  what  this  in 
fallible  authority  is,  and  where  it  is  to  be  found.  And  at 
this  point,  alas,  from  the  well-defined  highroad,  there  run  off 
bye-paths  that  lead  but  into  bogs  and  quagmires.  Here, 
also,  we  Catholics  have  to  part  company  with  our  Protestant 
brethren.  We  keep  to  the  plain  road  which  God  has  laid 
down  for  us.  They  prefer  paths  of  their  own  making. 

Where,  then,  is  this  infallible  teacher  to  be  found  ?  On 
the  answintr This~15uming  question  hinges  the  whole  re 
ligious  controversy  of  the  day.  On  the  answer  to  this  ques 
tion  hangs  the  spiritual  ruin  or  salvation  of  millions.  It  was 
to  answer  this  question  that  the  Holy  Father,  Pope  Leo 
XIII.,  penned  for  England  his  famous  Encyclical  on 
"Unity."  And  it  is  to  elucidate  this  question lEaflBe 
pfesent  course  of  lectures  is  directed. 

Who,  then,  is  this  infallible  authority,  appointed  by  God 
to  teach  us  what  dpctrines  necessary  for  salvation  we  are  to 
hold  and  believe  ?  For  the  Protestant,  this  infallible  tenrher 
is__the  Bible  ^interpreted  by  fallible  private  judgment.  For 
theCatHoIic:  this  infalhblejeach^r  ^  th*  F*hh»  flnfl  Tnf^ 
tion  interpreted  bv  the  infallible  voice  of  the  Pope.the 
Bishop^oF  Rprner  the  ''Sypreme~l^tffirtfag^u^^ 
Peter,  Christ's  Vicar  and  Viceroy  upon  earth*. 

The  essential  point  at  issue,  therefore,  between  Catholic 

and  Protestant  lies  in  a  nutshell.     Both  are  agreed  that  in 

\  the  Church  of  God  there  is  an  infallible  authority  to  decide 

\doctrinal  controversies.     Both   are   agreed  that,  in  part  at 
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lejist,  that  authorityis  the_J&ble.     Both  are  agreed  that  the 
Bible  needs  a  living^volce  ipr  its.  interpretation.     But  the 
Protestant  holds    that   living   interpreter  to  be  the  fallible 
private  judgment   of   the    individual.     The  Catholic  holds  \ 
that  living  interpreter  "to"  be  the  infallible  Pope  of  Rome.  I 
Which  therr  is  right,  Catholic  or  Protestant  ?     Which  is  the  \ 
final  court  of  appeal,  private  judgment  or  Papal  Infallibility  ?    ; 
That  is  the  momentous  question  now  awaiting  an  answer. 

In  a  subsequent  lecture  I  shall  demonstrate  that  the 
Bible,  as  interpreted  by  private  judgment,  is  not  an  infallible 
rule  of  Faith  ;  that  it  never  can  be  ;  and  that  it  was  never 
intended  to  be. 

In  a  subsequent  lecture  I  shall  demonstrate  that  the 
infallible  voice  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  interpreting  Scripture 
and  Tradition  is,  and  was  intended  by  Christ  to  be,  the  one 
unerring  guide,  teaching  with  absolute  certainty  what  the 
Christian,  for  salvation,  must  of  necessity  hold  and  believe. 

During  the  remainder  of  this  lecture  I  shall  confine  my 
self  to  the  explanation  of  what  is  meant  by  Papal  Infalli-    J  Jr-  . 
bility  —  what  it  is,  and  especially  what  it  is  not. 

dogma    of   Papal  Infallibility  means    tr\ist  that  the.      ^ 
-  ' 


Pope  of  Rome,  by  virfnp-Y^g_^xiprinl  supernatural  assistance' 
of  the"  HoTy^SpTrTt  promised  to  St.  Peter  and  his  successors, 
is  nojMiable  to  error  when,  as  Supreme  Teacher  of  the 
TTmyergall  :hurch,Jiejdefines  a  doctrine  concerning  faith  or 
morals  to  be  held  by  the  whole  body  of  the  faithful. 

You  3e~e,  then,  whatTthe  conditions  essential  to  j.n  infal-* 
lible  decision   are.     There   are   many  scientihc  limitations. 
Tnjt,  as  regards  the  person  defining,  it  must  be  the  Pope.  , 
not  in  his  private  capacity,  not  merely  in  his  official  char-  ; 
acter,  but  as   supreme    teacher.     Secondly,  as  ^regards  the 
matter  defined,  it  must  concern  faith  or  morals.*    Thirdly, 
as  regards  the_forrn"bf  the  definition,  the  judg"ment  must  be  I 
~-he   manifest  intention  of  commanding  in-  : 


tellectlial  assent—  Fourthly,  as  regards  the  persons.,  for 
wHomthe  definition  iJT  given,  they  must  be  the  whole  body 
ottrie  iaithtul,  Uie  unurch  Dniversal  . 

JNow  I  daresay^  some  one  here  is  smiling  in  his  own  soul 
and  whispering  to  himself  "  This  Jesuit  is  a  mighty  cunning 
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fellow.  He  is  plausible  enough  while  he  keeps  to  the 
abstract,  the  vague,  the  unpractical,  the  philosophical.  But 
I  think  I  could  pose  him  with  one  or  two  practical  diffi 
culties."  Wait  a  bit,  my  friend,  I  shall  be  practical  enough 
before  I  have  done  ;  I  think  I  know  what  your  difficulties  are. 

Here  is  one  of  them. 

Suppose,  during  your  summer  holidays,  you  were  to  travel 
to  Rome  and  were  to  ask  the  Pope's  opinion,  let  us  say, 
about  South  African  politics,  or  Bimetallism,  or  Sunday 
Closing,  or  the  Income  Tax,  or  the  Death  Dues,  or  the 
relative  merits  of  English  and  Australian  mutton,  or  whether 
a  certain  well-advertised  patent  medicine  really  is  "  worth  a 
guinea  a  box  " ;  would  not  the  Pope's  answer  (you  ask)  on 
these  points,  if  he  gave  an  answer,  be  regarded  as  infallible  ? 
Most  assuredly  not.  The  Pope  knows  less  about  many  of 
these  things  than  you  do.  The  Pope  is  only  infallible 
when,  among  other  conditions,  he  treats  of  faith  or  morals ; 
and  the  points  you  have  touched  on  concern  neither  faith 
nor  morals. 

Here  is  a  second  and  very  common  Protestant  difficulty. 

Suppose,  during  the  same  tour  to  Rome,  you  heard  the 
Pope  preach  in  St.  Peter's  on  some  question  relating  to 
faith  or  morals ;  and  you  did  not  agree  with  the  preacher's 
view ;  and  you  wrote  to  him  to  say  so ;  and  the  Holy 
Father  condescended  to  reply  to  you  in  a  private  letter. 
You  ask  again  : — "Would  nni-  QnrV|  g^rmnn  and  such  letter 

have    tO    bp    rnnc;ir|erprl    infallibly?"       Not  a  bit    of  it.       The 

I     Pope  in  his  private   capacity,  even  when    tree 

'     and  morals,  is  no  more  infallible  than  you  are]    TTis  only 

;    whm^THe~'Pope   speaks   as  Pope,    that   is.    ""ex-cathedra." 

ofjficjallyT  judicially,  as    interpreter   of  GojjjS— Eeygiatien,  as 

VTcaT  of  Christ,  as  addressing  the  Universal  Church— it  is 

only  then  that  he  speaks  .infallibly.. 

Here  is  a  third  and  equally  common  objection. 
How  can  the  Pope,  it  is  asked,  be  infallible,  since  he  is  a 
poor  weak  man  like  ourselves  ?  To  claim  that  the  Pope  is 
free  from  the  possibility  of  error — is  not  this  to  arrogate  to 
a  creature  a  prerogative  of  the  Creator  alone  ?  Is  it  not  to 
give  to  man  what  belongs  only  to  God  ? 
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Well,  this  argument  proves   a  little  too  much.     For,  to 
begin  with,  all    men    are  "infallible"  in   this  sense  of  the 
word    "infallible."     For    we    cannot    err    as    regards,    for 
example,  the  first  principles  of  human  reason.     We  all  hold, 
beyond  the  possibility  of  mistake,  that  whatever  is,  is  ;  that 
the  same  thing  cannot  both  be  and  not  be,  in  the  same  sense, 
and  at  the  same  time  ;  that  a  thing  must  either  be  or  not  *\ 
be  ;  and  so  rorth.     Moreover,  the  objector  must  tirst  solve  / 
his  own  difficulty  before  he  can  urge  it  against  me.     For  he  / 
admits  that  St.  Peterjvas  infallible ;  yet  was  not  St.  Peter  a  j 
poor  Tverrk  Tnrrrrlike  ourselves7     He  admits  that  St.  Paul  \ 
was  infallible ;  yet  was  not  St.  Paul  a  pobr  Weak  man  like   I 
ourselves  ?     Re  admits  that  all  the"  Apostles  were  infallible  ;   \ 
yet  were  not  they  all  poor  weak  men  like  ourselves  ?     Then    I 
it  intalliBiTity  was  a  reasonable 'gift"  tcTthe  Vicar  ,of  Qhrisj _in     \ 
tHe  first  century,  why  is  it  not  also  a  reasonable  gift  to  the      J 
Vicar  ot  Christ  in  the  nineteenth  century? 

This  objection  would  perhaps  be  sound  If  infallibility 
were  defined  as  a  natural  gift  belonging  to  the  Pope,  not  as 
Pope  but  as  man.  But  the_gift  of  infallibility  is  super-  £ 
natural,  bestowed  by  Christ  on  Peter  and  his  successors~only 
as  Vicars  of  Christ  and  only  as  visible  Heads  of  the  Church 
of  Christ.  TnjVrljihi^  is  natural  and  independent, 

in  ^e_^b^ejiris~supernaturai  and  dependent  onjG-od. 

And  nowTor  a  fourth  objection,  the  commonest  and  best 
known,  and  pardon  me  if  I  add,  the  most  absurd  of  all. 

Non-Catholics  ask  how  the  Pope  can  be  infallible  since 
all  men  are  liable  to  sin.     It  is  difficult  not  to  laugh  at  such 
a  question,  yet  I  have  again  and  again  read  this  argument 
in  non-Catholic  books  and   heard  it  propounded  with  the    , 
utmost  solemnity  in  non-Catholic  circles.     The  objection,  of   j 
course,  confuses  infallibility  with  impeccability.     Infallibility,   / 
Hint  is,  freedom  from  liability  to  teach  error,  is  confounded  \ 


with  impeccability,  that  is,  freedom  from  liability  to  practise 
erron  John  the  Baptist,  whom  while  yet  unborn  God  con 
firmed  in  grace,  was  impeccable  but  not  infallible.  The 
Roman  Pontiff  is  infallible  but  not  impeccable.  The  two 
gifts  are  as  different  as  water  is  different  from  wine,  or  as 
fire  from  snow,  or  as  the  north  pole  from  the  south.  The 

B 


1  8  Where  is  the  Church  ? 

(two  gifts  are    different   both    in    meaning  and  in  purpose. 
Infallibility  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  Church.     Impeccability 
is  for  the  benefit  of  the  individual.     Infallibility  is  an  official 
gift.     Impeccability  is  a  private  gift.     Among  the  258  Popes 
who  have  sat  in  Peter's  chair,  most  have  been  holy  men, 
many  have  been  glorious  saints  ;  but  a  few  —  a  very  few*  —  you 
can  count  them  on  the  fingers  of  one  hand  —  have  been, 
alas,  a  scandal  to  the  Church  and  a  stumbling-block  to  the 
faithful.     But  how  did  their  evil  life  touch  the  question  of 
their  "  infallibility."  Qnfallibility  excludes  error  in  the  inter- 
/   pretation  of  the  law.     Impeccability  excludes  error  ifT  the 
I    observance  of  the  law.     YoiTrnight  as  well  argue  thaf  Judas 
1-frfi  A  post  le  hnHno^siipernntnral  prjfts  because   he  sold   his 
\    God.    You   migEt   as   well   argue   that   David   the   Royal 
\  Psalmist    had   no    supernatural   gifts    because    he    was  an 
\  adulterer   and   assassin.     You    might    as    well    argue    that 
neither  Balaam  nor  Caiaphas,  neither  Samson  nor  Solomon, 
had  supernatural  gifts  because  they  all  of  them  spurned  the 
commandments  of  God.     Must  a  barrister  be  a  bad  inter 
preter  of  the  law  if  he  sometimes  fails  to  observe  the  law  ? 
Must  a  lawyer  be  a  bad  judge  if  he  be  guilty  of  assault  and 
battery?     Thpfarf  is  thqt  infalHhiHty  in  no  sense  depends 
on  the  Pope's  personal  qualities,  bul  on  the  promise  and 
assistance  ot  Uod  who  can  choose  the  foolish  things  of  the 
woTtd    Lu    miifuTma   the  wise  and  the  weak  things  of  the 
worid  to-tronfoiTrici  the~strong.     And  trigs  Our  Lord  warned 
His  followers  to  distinguish  between  the  official  acts  and  the 
I  personal  unworthiness    of  His  ministers  when  He  said  :  — 
"  The  Scribes  and  Pharisees  sit  .in  the  chair  of  Moses.     All 
things,  therefore,  whatsoever  they  shall  say  to  you,  observe 
and  do  ;  but  according  to  their  works  do  ye  not."*     Their 
j  "  ex-cathedra  "    decisions    were    good    and    so  command^ 
(  obedience  ;  their  personal  lives  were  bad  and  so  called  for 
reprobationr^THe^wTcIcedness  of  somg  r>f  thp  Popp*  proves 
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institution  must  necessarily  have   perished  with  such,  men 
for  its  leaders. 

Eastly,  it    is  objected^  that    Papal    Infallibility  is   a  new* 
*  Matt,  xxiii.  2. 
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doctrine.  "In  1870  it  was,  for  the  first  time,  made  an 
amcle  of  faith  which  every  Christian  is  called  upon  to 
believe,  and  which  to  reject  is  to  incur  eternal  damnation. " 
Certainly,  if  the  rejection  is  culpable.  But  what  of  that? 
Is  not  the  same  true  of  every  dogmatic  definition  of  every 
General  Council  ?  The  Divinity  of  Christ  was  not  defined 
until  the  Council  of  Nice  in  325.  Was  that  doctrine  new  ? 
The  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost  was  not  defined  until  the 
Council  of  Constantinople  in  381.  Was  that  doctrine  new  ? 
The  oneness  of  Person  in  Christ  was  not  defined  until  the 
Council  of  Ephesus  in  431.  Was  that  doctrine  new  ?  The 
twofold  nature  of  Christ  was  not  defined  against  the 
Eutychians  until  451;  nor  the  immortality  of  the  human 
soul  until  the  fifth  Council  of  Lateran  in  1512;  nor  the 
dogma  of  a  personal  God  until  the  Vatican  Council  in 
1870.  Were,  then,  these  doctrines  new?  If  the  definition 
of  Infallibility  by  the  Vatican  Council  proved  Infallibility  to 
be  new,  then  the  dejinition  of  those  other  dogmas  proved 
them  also  to  be  new.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  if  definition 
did  not  make  those  dogmas  new,  neither  did  it  make 
Infallibility  new.  Any  one  who  looks  through  the  early- 
fathers  and  councils  will  there  find  plenty  of  evidence  for 
Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility.  But  the  doctrine  has 
been  explained  and  evolved  and  defined  by  the  Church, 
just  as  in  course  of  time  the  petals  of  a  rose  are  expanded' 
and  displayed.  The  objection  confounds  a  doctrine  with 
the  definition  of  a  doctrine. 

A  smattering  of  theology  is  enough  to  reveal  the  absurdity/ 
of  this  oft-repeated  objection.  For  it  is  the  common  teach-j 
ing  of  the  Catholic  Church  that  neither  Pope  nor  Council 
can,  by  so  much  as  one  jot  or  tittle,  add  to  or  take  froml 
"  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints."  The  office  of  the\ 
Infallible  Church  is  that  of  Witness,  Guardian,  and  Inter 
preter  of  Divine  Revelation ;  and  nothing  more.  The  Vatican 
Council*  declared  the  sole  purpose  of  Infallibility  to  be  the 
faithful  discharge  of  this  threefold  trust.  The  Deposit  of 
faith  is  fixed  and  immutable.  No  new  truth  of  revelation 
has  been  given  us  since  the  death  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist, 

*  Constit.  dogmat.  prima  de  Eccles.,  cap.  4. 
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'Hence  every   doctrine  since  defined  was  always  of  divine 

faith  and  had  from  the  beginning  to  be  at  least  implicitly 

believed.     Every  time  a  primitive  Christian  in  the  first  ages 

of  the  Church  said,   "  I  believe  all  that  God  has  revealed," 

he  implicitly  believed  every  dogma  which  has  since  been 

[  defined,  Infallibility  among   the  rest      But  an   ex-cathedra 

/  definition  proposes  the  doctrine  for  our  explicit  belief,  since 

/  it  sets  the  truth  before  our  minds  in  clear  and  express  terms. 

j    After    the   definition   the   dogma   defined   is    not   only    of 

|    Divine  but  also  of  Catholic  faith. 

-Consequently  the  Vatican  Council  in  defining  jn£allibility 
didqiot  create  this  truth,  SuTrnerely  declare?  its  existence. 
The  definition  sjmj^proclaimed'  Infallibility  to  be  a  truth 
reveaTe'd^byUErist.  The_yatican_CQiinci1  in  its  jjdmition 
of  PaparirTMIibility  no  jmoje^  created^  jaew  truth  than  Sir 
Isaac  NewtorTTn  his  enunciatiojn^  of_the_law  of  gravitation 
created  a  newTruth. The  definition  of  any  doctrine  by 
Po~pe  or  Counciris  no  more  a  new  doctrine  than  the  deci- 
sion'^ElTpomForiaw  by  aJSupreme  Court  of  Judicature  is 
a  new  law :  the  lattermterprets  an  existing  Act  of  Parlia 
ment  ;  the  former  interprets  an  existing  revelation. 

But  here  the  adversary  objects  :  "  What  about  the  Canon 
of  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins,  Quod  semper,  quod  ubique,  quod  ab 
omnibus  creditum  est — 'What  has  been  believed  always, 
everywhere,  and  by  all '  ?  Has  Papal  Infallibility  been 
believed  always,  everywhere,  and  by  all?  May  we  not 
paraphrase  the  Canon  thus  :  '  What  is  new  cannot  be  true '  ?  " 
The  Vincentian  Canon,  I  reply,  is  an  affirmative,  but  not  a 
negative  Rule.  What  has  been  believed  always,  everywhere, 
and  by  all,  is  true  Catholic  doctrine.  But  the  Rule  does 
mean  that  what  has  not  been  believed  [explicitly]  always, 
everywhere,  and  by  all,  is  not  true  Catholic  doctrine.  For 
though  Catholic  truth  considered  in  itself  is  always  the 
same,  still  the  knowledge  of  it  grows.  The  laws  of  astronomy 
are  the  same  now  as  they  were  in  the  beginning,  but  the 
knowledge  of  them  has  increased.  There  is  identity  and  yet 
progress  in  the  Catholic  faith,  just  as  there  is  identity  yet 
.progress  in  the  human  subject  from  infancy  to  manhood. 
The  Church  is  semper  eadem,  'ever  the  same/  as  a  human 
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being  from  birth  to  maturity  is  ever  the  same.  The  pro 
gress  is  not  of  the  faith  in  the  faithful,  but  of  the  faithful  in 
the  faith.  And  this  is  precisely  what  Vincent  of  Lerins 
teaches  when  he  says  that  doctrines  must  receive  "  eviden- 
tiam,  lucem,  distinctioneni — evidence,  light,  discrimination  "  ; 
but  they  must  preserve  also  what  they  intrinsically  possess, 
"  plenitudinem,  integritatem,  proprietatem — their  fulness,  their 
integrity,  their  peculiarity."  The  truths  remain  the  same  ; 
but  the  knowledge  of  them  may  grow  clearer,  the  grasp  of 
them  more  definite,  the  expression  of  them  more  precise. 
Surely  that  is  a  reasonable  teaching ! 

St.  Vincejit^jdeclares  the  Pope  to  surpass  "  the.whole  world 
in  authority  of  place"  \  and  again  to  he  "the  Head  of  the 

whole  world"     This  doejL-P^1'  !<""~>k like  a  repudiation- -of 

P&pal  claims.  "What  isnew  cannot  he  true."  This  para 
phrase  ot  tn<=>  i  :anftfl  \$  ptferly  wrnng  if  't-  means- --that-,  no 
true  doctrine  can  ever  be  newly  jldined  .which-  hnd  not 
been  explicitly  beliqyed  alwavsr  everywhere,  and  by  all. 
This  paraphrase  of  the  Canon  is  completely  right  if  it  means 
that  no  true  doctrine  can  ever  contradict  what  has  been 
belieyed_always,  everywhere,  and  by  all.  Consequently  the 
Vincentian  Canon,  in  this  second  and  correct  sense,  makes 
an  end  of  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  and  of  the  Protestantism 
of  which  those  Articles  are  the  basis. 

And  now,  in  conclusion,  let  us  test  the  rival  theories  of 
Infallibility  and  Private  Judgment  by  an  appeal  to  facts. 
Faith  is  necessary  tor  salvation,  and  certainty  1S  np.r.pssnry 
for  faiffiu  nave  Protestants  this  certainty  ?  Have  Catholics 
this  certainty  ?  Will  any  Protestant  say  he  is  certain  of  the 
views  he  happens  to  hold  in  religion  ?  One  Protestant 
affirms  the  Trinity  in  Unity ;  another  denies  it.  Is  that 
certainty?  One  Protestant  affirms  Christ's  Divinity; 
another  denies  it.  Is  that  certainty?  Some  affirm  the 
Seven  Sacraments;  others  deny  all  but  two.  Is  that 
certainty?  Some  believe  in  hell;  others  disbelieve  in  it. 
Is  that  certainty  ?  Some  believe  in  infant  baptism  ;  others 
disbelieve  in  it.  Some  affirm  the  Blessed  Sacrament ; 
others  deny  it.  Some  affirm  their  ministers  to  be  sacrificing 
*  Adv.  Hreres.,  n.  6.  and  n.  ^50. 
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priests  ;  others  deny  it.  Is  that  certainty  ?  Is  there  a  single 
doctrine  in  the  whole  hierarchy  of  revealed  truths,  except 
the  existence  of  God,  which  some  Protestant  sect  does  not 
deny?  Is  that  certainty?  Nay,  not  to  go  beyond  the 
Establishment  itself,  are  the  four  contending  factions  all  of 
them  certain  ?  Is  the  Low  Churchman  certain  ?  Is  the 
Broad  Churchman  certain?  Is  the  High  Churchman 
certain  ?  Is  the  Ritualist  certain  ?  Are  they,  for  example, 
all  certain  that  the  Eucharist  is  or  is  not  the  Body  and  Blood 
of  Christ  ?  Are  not  Anglican  churches  filled  with  strife  and 
confusion  of  tongues?  The  Protestant  Macaulay  has 
described  the  Anglican  Establishment  as  "a  hundred  sects 
battling  within  one  Church."  *  Does  that  imply  certainty  ? 
And  if  it  does,  what,  pray,  is  the  meaning  of  uncertainty  ? 

On  the  other  hand,  has  not  Infallibility  been  the  occasion 
to  you,  my  Catholic  brethren,  of  certainty  of  divine  faith, 
that  certainty  without  which  there  is  no  salvation?  You, 
indeed,  can  well  answer  that  question !  Let  us  test  the 
working  of  Infallibility  by  a  practical  instance.  Supjx>se 
from  this  pulpit  to-night  I  should  let  drop  one  -relnark  at 
variance  with  Catholic  teaching ;  if,  for  example,  I  should 
(which  God  forbid !)  breathe  one  word  against  Mary, 
Mother  of  God,  or  against  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  or  against 
the  priest's  power  to  forgive  sins ;  if  I  were  in  veiled 
language  just  to  hint  such  heresy ;  if  I  were  just  to  touch 
the  question  approvingly,  is  there  a  Catholic  present  who 
would  not  indignantly  denounce  me,  as  of  old  the 
Catholics  of  Constantinople  denounced  Nestorius?  When 
that  heresiarch  denied  Our  Lady  to  be  Mother  of  God, 
the  people  rose  in  a  body  and  clamoured  aloud — "'Tis 
false,  priest!  Thou  liest !  Thou  art  no  Catholic  but  a 
heretic  !  Begone  !  We  will  hear  thee  no  more  !  "  That 
would  be  your  reception  of  me.  And  my  ecclesiastical 
superiors  would  forthwith  take  away  my  right  as  a  priest  to 
preach  and  to  teach,  I  should  be  deservedly  condemned 
perhaps  to  lifelong  silence,  and  if  I  did  not  recant  I  should 
be  drummed  out  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

And  why  is  this?  Because,  as  Catholics,  you  know 
*  Essay  on  Gladstone's  Church  and  State. 
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precisely  what  doctrines  you  must  hold  and  believe,  and 
in  what  sense  you  must  believe  them.  Why  is  this? 
Because,  as  Catholics,  you  believe  without  doubting 
and  with  full  certainty.  And  whence  comes  this  firm  faith, 
this  clear-cut  knowledge  ?  Both  are  occasioned  by  infallible 
teaching.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  Divine  Providence, 
with  Infallibility,  faith  is  easy :  without  Infallibility,  faith  is 
nearly  impossible.  Therefore  in  these  words  I  sum  up  the  * 

conclusion    of    my    long    argument: — If    the   doctrine    of      ,/ 
Infallibility  is  true,  then  the  theory  of  Private  Judgment  is 
false.     If  the   theory   of   Private  Judgment   is    true,    then 
Christianity  is  false. 


LECTURE   II. 

UNITY  A  NECESSARY  MARK  OF  THE  TRUE  CHURCH. 

We  have  dwelt  on  three  facts  of  supreme  moment  in  our 
present  discussion,  viz.,  that  without  faith  there  is  no  salva 
tion  ;  that  without  certainty  there  is  no  faitHT  that  without 
an  infallible  teacher  there  is  no  certainty.  Thus  far  all 
Christians  are  at  one.  But  when  we  went  on  to  ask  who 
that  teacher  was,  we  Catholics  found  ourselves  out  of 
agreement  with  our  separated  brethren.  For  Protestants — 
that  is,  all  who  believe  in  the  Bible  but  "protest"  against 
the  Supremacy  of  the  Pope — that  infallible  guide  is  Holy 
Scripture  interpreted  by  fallible  private  judgment.  For 
Catholics,  that  infallible  guide  is  Holy  Scripture  and 
Tradition  interpreted  by  the  infallible  voice  of  the  Bishop 
of  Rome.  We  finally  went  on  to  consider  what  precisely  is 
meant  by  Papal  Infallibility. 

Now  in  this  lecture  I  propose  to  show  the  need  of  Papal 
I nfallibility  for  the  production  and  preservation  of  unity  in 
the  Church,  that  essential  unity  on  which  the  Encyclical  of 
Leo  XIII.  so  emphatically  insists. 

There  are  four  principal  marks  by  which  to  distinguish 
the  Church  of  God.  She  must  be  One,  Holy,  Catholic, 
Apostolicl  And  of  these  four  notes  the  chiefis  Unity, 
Oneness.  I  say  that  the  true  Church  must  be  one^^GmTin 
doctrine,  one  in  worship,  one  in  government.  Nor  is  this  a 
disputecfpoint  TFis  obvious  that  God  can  be  the  author 
of  only  one,  and  not  of  different  religions.  He  cannot 
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reveal  contradictory  doctrines,  since  He  is  the  Truth  who 
can  neither  deceive  nor  be  deceived.  Therefore  we  profess 
in  Holy  Mass  that  we  "believe  in  One,  Holy,  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church."  The  Anglican  Establishment  makes  a 
similar  declaration  when  it  says  in  the  Communion  Service  : 
"  I  believe  one  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church."  Anglicans, 
again,  teach  this  doctrine  when  in  the  Athanasian  Creed 
they  profess  that  out  of  the  Church  there  is  no  salvation — 
a  doctrine  they  emphatically  confirm  by  the  i8th  of  the 
Thirty-Nine  Articles,  which  runs  thus:  "They  also  are  to 
be  had  accursed  that  presume  to  say  that  every  man  shall  be 
saved  by  the  law  or  sect  which  he  professeth,  so  that  he  be 
diligent  to  frame  his  life  according  to  that  law  and  the  light 
of  nature." 

The  age  in  which  we  live  would  no  doubt, gladly  shut  its 
eyes  to  the  existence  of  this  conspicuous  mark  of  the 
Church  of  Christ.  The  indifferentist  has  drawn  a  perfectly 
logical  conclusion  from  the  theory  of  private  judgment,  and 
proclaims  to  the  world  that  real  unity  is  not  possible  and 
therefore  is  not  needed,  and  that  any  one  religion  is  just  as 
good  as  any  other  religion.  This  conclusion,  however,  is 
false.  Indifferentism  is  against  reason,  it  is  against 
revelation.*  It  contradicts  man's  mind ;  it  contradicts 
God's  Word.  I  willingly  indeed  grant  that,  if  the  theory  of 
Private  Judgment  were  true,  the  conclusion  of  the  indiffer 
entist  would  also  be  true.  The  indifferentist  assumes  the 
premiss  and  logically  enough  draws  his  conclusion.  We 
reject  his  conclusion  and  therefore  we  deny  his  premiss. 
He  argues  thus : — "  Private  Judgment  is  a  true  principle. 
Therefore  all  the  religions  approved  by  Private  Judgment 
are  equally  good."  We  reply: — "All  religions  are  not 
equally  good.  Therefore  Private  Judgment  is  a  false 
principle."  It  is  not  that  the  true  premiss  proves  the 
conclusion  true.  It  is  that  the  false  conclusion  proves  the 
premiss  false.  If  Protestantism  were  true,  then  Indiffer- 
entism  would  be  true.  But  Indifferentism  is  false  and 
therefore  Protestantism  is  false. 

*  This  assertion  is  proved  in  the  C.  T.  S.  tract  entitled  "In 
differentism." 


Unity  a  Necessary  Mark  of  the  True  Church  27 

I  say,  then,  that  the  tnieQiurchis^one,  because  the  true 
Church  is  Christ's  TnTufcR7~and~Christ  founded  but  one 
Church.  He  founded  His  Church  to  be  one_Jamily.  He 
says  . — «  There  shall  be  one  fold  and  one  shepherd."  *  The 
true  Church  is  not  a  mere  conglomeration  of  separate  units ; 
ItTisTnot  a  mere  collection  of  independent  communities, 
more  or  lesssimUar  in  nature,  but  really  in  themselves 
distinct,  as  the  Protestant  Church  in  England,  and  the 
Protestant  Church  in  Holland,  and  the  Protestant  Church 
in  Germany,  and  the  Protestant  Church  in  America,  are 
partly  similar  but  really  distinct.  The  true  Church  is  not_a 
plurality  jj£Jolds  and  a  plurality  oF~  shepHerds,  but  "  one 
jojcLand one  shepherd.  The  Unity  of  the  Church  of 
Christ  is  something  more  than  the  unity  of  a  heap  of  stones. 

Again,  the  Church  of  Christ  is  one,  because  our  Lord 
built  His  Church  on  one  foundation.  He  said: — "Thou 
art  Peter— the  Rock— and  on  this  Rock  I  will  build  My 
Church."  Not  "My  Churches,"— not  many;  but  "My 
Church  "—one. 

Moreover,  the  Church  of  Christ  is_one,  because  our 
Saviour  appointed  but  one  Vicar  on  earth j.  one^y^.nr  to 
whom  alone  He  gavesupreme  power  symbolized  by  the  keys 
— "To  thee  will  I  give  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  ; 
one  Vicar  to  whom  alone  as  Supreme  Pastor  He  committed 
His  whole  flock — "Feed  My  sheep;  feed  My  lambs." 

Therefore,  the  true  Church  is  one  only.  For  where 
Christ  laid  no  foundation,  there  He  built  no  Church. 
Where  He  gave  no  keys,  there  He  established  no  kingdom. 
Where  He  appointed  no  shepherd,  there  He  handed  over  no 
flock.  Yet  Christ  laid  but  one  foundation.  He  ffave  the 
keys  but  tQ__Qxie^r~~He  en  trusted"  the  flock  but  to  one. 
Consequently  our  Lord  recognizes  as  His  own,  one  house 
only,  one  kingdom  only,  one  flock  only. 

You  see,  then,  the  true  Church_oL_Chrkt  is  a.  visible 
society,  distinguished  '"by  a  visible  mark.  It  stands  out 
conspicuous  by  its  unity.  ,  That  is  what  both  LJatholics 
and  Protestants  profess  when  they  say : — "  I  believe 
...  in  one  Church." 

*  John  x.  16. 
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The  Church,  then,  is_one.  and  she  is  one  in  several  ways. 
She  is  cTeJmejd  to  be  "the  congregation  of  all  the  faithful, 
believingjfra^ame  truths,  having  the  same  sacraments  and 
sacrifices,  and  all  under  one  and'  the  same  visible  head.'* 
The  Church  is  one  body,  one  society,  one  kingdom.  She 
is  one  in  her  invisible  head,  Christ.  She  is  one"  in  her 
visiBle  head7~the  Bishop  "of  Rome,  the  Vicar  "~or~CKrist. 
And  slTe~is  one  in  unity  of  faith,  in  oneness  of  doctrine. 
Now  it  is  on  this  unity  of  faith,  this  profession  of  one  and. 
the  self-same  creed,  that  the  Encyclical  of  Leo  XIII.  most 
insists,  and  to  which  I  intend  to  confine  myself  in  the 
present  lecture. 

If  the  Church  is_tojbe  one  Society,  its  members  must  be 
in  perfect  accord  ;  they  must  "be  of  one  mind  ahd/one 
heart  "  ;  they  must  profess ;  one  and  the  self-same  faith.  For 
sucri'umty  of  "oTocfnne  is  the  plain  demand  of  reason  ;  it  is 
theolain  demand  of  revelation. 

(FirlDof  all,  unity  of  doctrine  is  the  plain  demand  of 
reason.  Fpj-unity'j^  tBe~test  oTtruth.'  Error  may  be  mani- 
foTcCbut  trutlTmusTBeone] For  God  is  the  Truth — "  I  am 
the  Truth,"  said  our  Lord  * — and  consequently  as  there  is 
but  one  God  there  is  but  one  truth.  If  truth  were  manifold, 
God  would  be  manifold ;  yet  as  a  manifold  God  is  «no  God, 
so  a  manifold  truth  is  no  truth.  The  Protestant  principle 
that  truth  is  what  each  man's  fallible  private  judgment 
"  troweth  "  destroys  both  truth  and  God.  It  ruins  philo 
sophy.  It  leads  to  atheism.  There  may  be,  and  there  is, 
a  host  of  false  religions.  But  there  can  only  be  one  true 
religion.  For  how  can  God,  the  God  of  Truth,  be  the 
author  of  conflicting  creeds?  How  can  God  teach  with 
Catholics  that  Christ  is  a  Divine  Person;  and  with  Uni 
tarians  that  Christ  is  not  a  Divine  Person— with  Catholics, 
that  infant  baptism  is  valid ;  and  with  Baptists  that  infant 
baptism  is  not  valid — with  Catholics,  that  Bishops  were 
divinely  instituted  to  rule  the  Church;  and  with  Presby 
terians,  that  Bishops  were  not  so  instituted — with  Catholics, 
that  the  Sacraments  are  seven ;  and  with  Anglicans,  that  the 
Sacraments  are  only  two — with  Catholics,  that  the  Pope  is 

*  John  xiv.  6. 
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God  is  the  God  of  truth  and  not_of_eiiQr.  How,  then,  can 
HeTb~e  the  uulhui  oftnese  diverse~andcontradictory  beliefs, 
which,  because  they  are  diverse,  because  they  are  contra 
dictory,  must  all,  save  one,  be  false?  Reason  plainly 
demands  that  the  true  Church  shall  be  one. 
CSecondlvI;  unity  of  doctrine  and  oneness  of  frplipf  j,s  the_ 
plain  demand  of  revelation.  So_-fjirnpst  was  ^our^jLord's 
desire  for  unity  among  His  folio  wers^_am  on  p;  the  teacHers 
and  the  tauht;  thatrJisastT  .raer  bcfonTtha^gassion  wn^ 


that  they  might  be  one  .;  —  ^  Holy  Father,  keep  them  in  Thy 
name  ....  that  they  may  be  one  as  we  also  are  one."  * 
And  again,  in  the  same  chapter  :  —  "  And  not  for  them 
only  [the  Apostles]  do  I  pray;  but  for  them  also  who 
through  their  word  shall  believe  in  Me."  t  It  is  also  re 
corded  by  St.  John  that  Christ  intended  this  unity  of 
doctrine  to  be  a  proof  of  His  own  Divine  mission,  for  He 
says;  —  '<i  pray  ....  that  they  all  may  be  one  .... 
so  that  the  world  may  believe  that  Thou  hast  sent  me."  J 
And  remark  that  the  unity  which  Christ  here  begs  for  His 
Church  is  a  perfect  unity.  The  faithful  are  no  more  to  be 
at  variance  than  the  Divine  Father  and  the  Divine  Son  are 
at  variance.  The  faithful  are  to  be  one,  even  as  God  is  one 
—  one,  that  is,  with  a  unity  not  merely  of  heart  and  of  will, 
but  also  of  mind  and  of  thought  ;  a  oneness,  not  of  charity 
only,  but  also  of  faith.  For  our  Lord  says:  —  "For  them 
also  I  pray  who  shall  believe  in  Me  .  .  .  .*  that  they  may 
be  one  even  as  We  also  are  pne."  It  is  therefore  the  obvious 
teaching  of  Christ  that  the  true  Church  is  one. 

Nor  is  St.  Paul  less  emphatic  in  his  declarations  of  the 
imperative  necessity  of  unity  in  doctrine.  He  says  :  —  "  I 
beseech  you  ....  be  careful  to  keep  the  unity  of  the 
spirit  in  the  bond  of  peace.  One  body  and  one  spirit  .... 
one  Lord,  one  faith,  one  baptism,  one  God  and  Father  of 
all."§  And  he  expressly  tells  the  world  -that  Christ's  object 
and  purpose  in  appointing  pastors  in  His  Church  was  to 
ensure  unity  of  faith  and  oneness  of  doctrine  ;  to  guard  the 

*  John  xvii.  u.     f  John  xvii.  20.     +  John  xvii.  21.      §  Ephes.  iv.  3. 
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faithful  from  being  deceived  by  false  teachers,  and  from 
being  tossed  to  and  fro  by  every  wind  of  doctrine.*  And  as 
if  this  language  were  not  strong  enough,  the  Apostle,  writing 
to  his  Corinthian  converts  on  the  indispensable  necessity  of 
oneness  of  doctrine,  implores  them,  beseeches  them,  for 
love  of  our  Divine  Saviour,  to  keep  the  unity  of  the  faith. 
"  Now  I  beseech  you,  brethren,  by  the  name  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  that  ye  all  speak  the  same  thing,  and  that 
there  be  no  divisions  among  you  ;  but  that  ye  be  perfectly 
joined  together  in  the  same  mind  and  in  the  same 
judgment.  >;  f 

And  to  make  assurance  doubly  sure  of  the  necessity  of 
oneness  of  faith  —  to  demonstrate  the  falseness  of  the  theory 
that  one  religion  is  just  as  good  as  another  —  hearken  to  what 
the  same  Apostle  says  of  the  man  who  ventures  to  deny 
even  one  point  of  revealed  doctrine  :  —  "  If  a  man  be  a 
heretic,  admonish  him  once  or  twice,  and  then  avoid  the 
man."  And  why?  The  man  was  exercising  his  private 
judgment  ;  then  why  avoid  him  ?  Listen  !  "  For  know 
that  such  a  one  is  a  reprobate  and  a  sinner,  and  stands 
condemned  out  of  his  own  mouth."  \  It  is  pretty  plain, 
then,  that  St.  Paul  does  not  mean  you  to  exercise  your 
private  judgment  on  the  doctrines  of  Christ,  to  accept  them 
if  you  like,  to  deny  them  if  you  like  them  not.  St.  Paul 
held,  and  all  reasonable  men  must  hold  with  him,  that  God 
revealed  His  doctrine  that  it  might  be  believed  and  that  all 
of  it  might  be  believed.  For  hearken  again  to  his  words  to 
the  Romans  :§—  "Now  I  beseech  you,  brethren,  to  mark 
them  who  make  dissensions  and  objections  contrary  to  the 
doctrine  which  you  have  learnt.  Mark  such  men  and  avoid 
them."  Again,  why  ?  Why  avoid  them  since  they  were  but 
exercising  their  private  judgment?  St.  Paul  gives  the 
reason  :  —  "  Because  such  men  serve  not  Jesus  Christ  .... 
but  by  pleasing  speeches  and  pleasant  words  seduce  the 
hearts  of  the  innocent." 

doubt  as  to  the  accuracy 


*  Ephes.  iv.  14.  f  i  Cor.  i.  10. 

$  Titus  iii.  10.  §  Titus  xvi.  17. 
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if  anycme  still  hesitates  to  accept,  this  teaching  that  a 
Church  devoid  cTunity  of  belief  is  not  the  true  Church ; 
if  "anyone  is.  still  reluctant  to  confess  unity  in  theory  and  in 
practice  to  be  the  essential  and  conspicuous  mark  of  the 
Church  of  Christ — then  listen,  I  pray,  to  what  St.  Paul 
wrote  to  his  Galatian  converts,  and  tell  me  if  there  could 
be  a  more  crushing  condemnation  of  discord  in  doctrine 
and  want  of  unity  in  faith — a  condemnation,  mark  you, 
twice  repeated,  to  make  it  plain  that  such  language  was  no 
mere  figure  of  speech  or  rhetorical  exaggeration.  Writing 
to  those  of  his  converts  who  had  wavered  in  the  unity  of  the 
faith,  St.  Paul  says  : — "  I  wonder  you  are  so  soon  removed 
from  him  who  called  you  into  the  grace  of  Christ  to  take  up 
with  another  gospel  which  in  reality  is  no  gospel  at  all. 
But  there  are  those  who  would  trouble  you  and  would 
pervert  the  Gospel  of  Christ."  And  now  note  well  how 
the  great  Apostle  proceeds: — "But  though  we  [the  Apostles], 
nay,  though  an  angel  from  heaven  should  preach  to  you  a 
gospel  different  from  that  which  we  have  preached  unto  you, 
I  say  let  him  be  anathema.  We  have  said  it  before  and  I 
now  repeat  it :  If  any  one  whatsoever  preach  to  you  a 
doctrine  different  from  that  which  you  have  already  received, 
let  him  be  anathema."  * 

It  is  therefore  not  only  the  plain  dictate  of  man's  reason, 
it  is  also  the  manifest  teaching  of  God's  revelation,  that  the 
true  Church  is  one  with  a  visible  oneness  of  doctrine ;  that 
it  is  welded  together  by  a  visible  unity  of  belief;  and  that 
this  oneness,  this  unity,  is  a  conspicuous  mark  for  all  men 
to  behold.  A  Church  without  unity  of  doctrine  is  not 
Christ's  Church. 

And  now  we  come  to  the  vital  question,  Where  is  this 
unity  to  be  found  ?  In  the  Catholic  Church,  or  in  those 
churches  that  are  not  Catholic  ?  I  shall,  in  my  next  lecture, 
point  out  that  this  mark  is  wanting  in  non-Catholic  churches. 
I  shall  show  that  they  are  not  one  in  faith ;  that  they  do  not 
claim  to  be  one  in  faith ;  nay,  that  it  is  even  made  a  ground 
for  self-gratulation  that  oneness  in  faith  is  not  theirs,  and 
cannot  be  theirs.  On  the  other  hand  I  shall  show  to-night 
*  Gal.  i.  6-9. 
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that  the  Catholic  and  Roman  Church  alone  clafms  to  be 
one,  is  one,  and  by  her  adversaries  is  admittedjto  be  one. 
The  Catholic  Church  therefore  is  the  only  trueVfihurch  of  - 
Christ.  * 

First  of  all  the  X)atholic  Church  claims  to  be  one  in 
faith.  You  recognize  thnt_r.1nim  every  rime  yourerjejlLlhe 
Nicene  erced;"ttI-beKefeln  One,  HolyTCaffioTic^jid^ Apos- 
tolic  Church."  She  grants  her  subjects  no  license — style 
it  "liberty,"  if  you  like,  by  an  abuse  of  language,  but  the 
true  word  is  "license" — she  grants  her  children  no  false 
liberty  in  doctrinal  matters.  They  must  be  wholly  within 
or  wholly  without  the  Church.  She  cannot  dispense  her 
children  from  belief  in  one  single  iota  of  revealed  doctrine. 
Why  not  ?  Because  she  cannot  dispense  themrfrom  belief 
in  the  truth.  You  might  as  well  ask  the  geometrician  to 
dispense  you  from  the  belief  that  the  four  sides  of  a  square 
are  equal ;  or  the  arithmetician  to  dispense  you  from  belief 
in  the  multiplication  table.  The  Church  can  no  more  dis 
pense  her  subjects  from  perfect  obedience  in  faith  than  God 
can  dispense  the  creature  from  perfect  dependence  on  the 
Creator.  The  infallible  Pope  in  his  doctrinal  teaching  must 
be  obeyed,  since  he  speaks  as^jjifi  vic,ax_pi  T^nrTsi,  and 
ChfiSt  is  rhe  God  ot  truth"' and  not  oi  error.  Our  Lord 
said  of  His  Church,  "He  that  heareth  you  heareth  Me.'M 
The  Catholic  Church  therefore  claims  to  be  one  in  faith. 

Moreover  the  ^nth^r  rMr,rih  ,/c  oae^^failj^Jbr  she 
will  not  toleraTejiisobedience  to  her  divine  authority :  she 
nates  heresy.  Protestants,  of  course,  cannot  understand 
this  spirit;  they  dub  it  bigotry.  And  no  wonder.  For 
there  is  no  heresy  possible  against  the  Protestant  Church. 
"  Heresy  "  is  to  choose  your  own  religion  as  you  like,  and 
Protestantism  instructs  you  to  choose  your  own  religion  as 
you  like.  "  Heresy  "  is  to  substitute  private  judgmnnUfor 
Church  authority,  and  Protestantism  upholds  private  judg 
ment  and  denies  Church  authority.  Heresy  is  a  denial  of 
the  truth,  but  as  Protestantism  teaches  that  your  private 
judgment  is  always  true,  it  follows  that  no  Protestant,  in 
the  Protestant  sense,  can  be  a  heretic  even  if  he  tries. 
*  Luke  x.  1 6. 
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Heresy  is  the  denial  of  truth,  but  if  the  Protestant  theory 
were  correct  that  truth  is  not  one,  but  manifold — in  other 
words,  that  truth  is  none — of  course  heresy  would  also  be 
none.  But  if  truth  be  one,  any  departure  from  that  oneness 
is  heresy.  Therefore  as  the  true  religion  is  the  worship  of 
truth  and  of  God,  so  heresy  is  the  worship  of  lies  and  of 
him  who  is  the  Father  of  Lies.  Heresy  is  the  expression  of 
the  war  between  Light  and  Darkness,  between  Truth  and 
Falsehood,  between  God  and  Satan.  To  prefer  a  false  to  a 
true  religion  is  to  prefer  Satan  to  God.  Hence  heresy  is 
the  blackest  crime  man  can  commit;  it  is  rank  treason 
against  God.  And  thus  St.  Paul  commanded  that  the  man 
guilty  of  incest  should  be  admitted  to  pardon,  but  forbade  a 
Christian  so  much  as  to  eat  with  a  heretic.  The  Son  of 
God  had  words  of  compassion  for  the  adulteress,  yet  He 
says,  "If  a  man  will  not  hear  the  Church,  let  him  be  to 
thee  as  a  heathen  and  a  publican."  *  Therefore  if  a  man 
creates  doctrinal  discord  within  the  Church  she  thrusts 
him  from  her  fold.  She  anathematises  him.  She  excom 
municates  him.  She  cuts  him  off  from  her  communion. 
She  deprives  him  of  the  life-giving  sacraments.  She  declares 
him  a  schismatic  or  a  heretic.  She  says  with  St.  Paul,  "  If 
any  man  teach  a  doctrine  different  from  mine,  let  him  be 
anathema."  And  perfect  unity  is  the  practical  consequence 
of  this  necessary  severity.  Consequently,  travel  where  you 
will,  roam  the  earth  from  pole  to  pole,  range  from  the 
rising  to  the  setting  of  the  sun,  in  every  land,  in  every 
clime,  amid  every  race  and  colour  and  class  of  men — in  the 
halls  of  kings,  in  the  huts  of  lepers — in  Vienna  as  in 
Molokai — you  will  find  the  Catholic  Church  everywhere, 
and  everywhere  you  will  find  her  the  same ;  with  the  same 
claims,  the  same  sacraments,  the  same  sacrifice,  the  same 
articles  of  faith;  everywhere  you  will  find  her  bishops 
receiving  their  jurisdiction,  recognizing  the  authority,  and 
bowing  before  the  decrees  of  the  same  supreme  power,  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  the  visible  Head  of  the  Universal  Church. 
At  every  point  of  the  compass,  in  every  corner  of  the 
globe,  from  the  lips  of  nearly  one  thousand  three  hundred 
*  Matt,  xviii.  17. 

C 
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Catholic  prelates,  from  the  lips  of  over  two  hundred 
and  fifty  million  Catholic  people,  there  mounts  for  ever, 
like  a  cloud  of  sweet  incense,  to  the  throne  of  the  great 
God  one  grand  "  I  do  believe,"  one  harmonious  "  Credo," 
one  concordant  profession  of  faith,  one  mighty  chorus  of 
loyal  and  loving  belief  in  each  and  all  of  the  dogmas'and 
doctrines  of  the  Catholic  Church,  of  that  Church  whose 
centre  is  in  Rome  but  whose  circumference  ^engirdles  the 
earth  ;  of  that  Church  whose  teaching  is  always  the  same, 
yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever  ;  always  the  same,  unchanged, 
unchanging,  and  unchangeable.  Tjie  Catholic  Church 
therefore^  is  onejn 


^ 

7£hd  not  only  does  the  Catholic  Church  claim  to  be  one 
and  not  only  in  fact  is  she  one,  but  her  bitterest  opponents 
confess  her  unity;  they  confess  it  in  the  very  taunts  and 
accusations  they  level  against  her.  Are  not  we  English 
Catholics  continually  mocked  at  home  for  evils  said  to  have 
happened  in  the  Church  abroad  ?  Are  we  not  scoffed  at 
for  superstitions  said  to  be  practised  by  foreigners  afar  off, 
because  their  faith  is  our  faith?  Are  we  not  reproached 
with  decrees  of  ancient  Councils,  with  deeds  of  mediaeval 
churchmen,  with  doings  of  former  Popes,  because  they  and 
we  are  classed  together  as  members  of  one  and  the  same 
Catholic  Church  !  Nay,  even  the  abusive  terms  our  adver 
saries  fling  in  our  face  —  jeering  at  us  as  "  Roman  "  and 
"  Romish  "  *  —  gibing  at  us  as  "  Papist  "  and  "  Papistical  "  — 
do  they  not  point  to  the  fact  that  our  critics  look  on  the 
Catholic  Church  as_  a  world-  wide  community  whose  centre 
Js  in  Rome";  as  a  united  body~whose  supreme  Head  is  ^the 
Pope  of  Rome"?  The  Catholic  Churcjythen,  is  admitted  Jo 
be  one. 

—  And  now  having  shown  you  that  on  the  one  hand  unity 
is  an  essential  mark  of  the  Church  of  Christ  ;  and  that,  on 

*  It  is  a  curious  fact  that  educated  English  gentlemen  should  display 
such  bad  taste  and  absurd  insularity  as  to  call  the  great  Roman  Church 
"Romish."  What  is  the  sense  of  it?  "Romish,"  if  it  means  any 
thing  at  all,  means  '  '  inclined  to  be  Roman  "  ;  whereas  the  Catholic 
Church  is  intensely  Roman.  Rome  is  to  the  Catholic  Church  what  the 
centre  is  to  a  circle.  "Romish"  for  Roman  is  just  as  great  a  verbal 
monstrosity  as  "  Anglicish"  for  Anglican,  or  "  Lutherish  "  for  Lutheran. 
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the  other  hand,  the  Catholic  and  Roman  Church  not  only 
claims  that  mark,  not  only  possesses  that  mark,  but  that  her 
enemies  admit  her  claim  and  recognize  her  possession,  there 
remains  yet  one  other  question  briefly  to  touch  on,  namely  : 
—What  is  the  cause  and  origin  of  this  remarkable  unity  in 
the  Catholic  ^nnrr.h"? WTiar"is~The_bpnd  that   for  nine 
teen  hundred  years  has  linked  togetheTrTations  so  diverse  ? 
What  is  the  unifying  principIe~tHanor^iheteen    centuries 
has   knit  into  one  body  peoples  so  jealous  of  their  national 
independence?     What  is  jt  buj_Pa^alJ^falIMity  ?     What 
is  the  motbcg^vhich  during  this  lapse^of_cQiint1<ass  generations 
has  induced  men"  so  wedded  to  treedom^so  deeply  in  love 
with   liberty,  to  bow  low  at  the  mandate  of  a  feeble  and 
foreign  old  man  in    Rome?     What  else  but  Papal  Infalli 
bility^     Whose  is  that  voice  of  command  re-echoing 'through 
the^ages,  resounding  throughout  two  hemispheres,  listened 
to  from  pole  to  pole,  to  which  the  mighty  multitudes  of  the 
Catholic  Church  yield  loving  obedience,  not  indeed  as  to 
the   erring  voice  of  man,  but  as    to  the  unerring  voice  of 
Christ's  Vicar  upon  earth — whose,  if  not  the  voice  of  the 
Infallible  Pope  of  Rome  ?     How  is  it  possible  to  produce 
this  world-wide  unity  of  faith,  to  preserve  this  all-embracing 
oneness^of  beliet  t_  How  is  it  possible  to  compact  into  one 
t>o7Iy~TTe1irlyone   thousand    three    hundred    prelates    and 
more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  million  people,  scattered 
throughout    the  whole  wide  world,  drawn    together   by  no 
natural   tie,    drawn   asunder   by   many   a   natural    motive? 
How  is  it  possible  so  to  link  them  together  that  they  "all 
speak  the  same  thing  in  the  same  mind  and  in  the  same 
judgment  "  ?  *     How  is  it  possible  so  to  influence  them  that 
they  all  believe  the  samejakh^and  thlfwhole  of  that  faith, 
and  the  whole  of  it  in  one  and  the  self-same  sense  ?   JtLow, 
I  ask,  is  all  this  possible  if  the  Pope  of  Rome  be  not  an 

T    "A-  I  I  -  I     I >"P •  I  i  . I  .  — - 


le  Teacher  lo  deltirming  Unerringly  both 


_ 
alFtnTspossible  if  tterdpe  ofRome  be~  not  an  Infallible 


Judge_co^decide  with  corflpletecertaiht 
- 


_^ 
suspiciorToT-eiTUf.  every  vital   do 


the  truth,  and  to  tprrpirmfp  fhe  controversy? 
*  Ephes.  iv.  5. 


LECTURE  III. 


WITHOUT  PAPAL  INFALLIBILITY  NO  UNITY. 

We  have  shown  that  infallibility  is  necessary  for  divine 
faith.  And  we  have  explained  what  divine  faith  means. 
First^Ae  material  object  of  faith  —  what  we  believe  —  is 
the  wrioTe  body  of  revealed  truthj_not  a  part  only,  but  the 
whole  ;  not  in  any  sense  we  like,  but  in  God's  sense. 
Secondly,  the  formal  object  of  faith,  the  catme  llfoving  us 
foTbelieve,  the  motive,  is  the  reyealedWord  of  Godj  the 
person~wliOin  we  believe  is^Tjod  the^ReYeakr.  Each  and 
every  "truth  revealed  by  God,  ^reat  or  small,  we  believe, 
either  implicitly  or  explicitly,  and  we  believe  it  wholly 
and  solely  because  God  has  declared  it  to  De  the  truth. 
Thirdly,  as  GocPs~spolcen  "WorcTwas  uttered  thousandsjof 
vearFago,  andnot  to  us  personally  and  immediately.  It  is  a_ 
necessary^condition  for  faith  that  snmp  infnllihlA  gnthoritv 
shalljmerringly  bring  that  spoken 

Thus  tar  there  is  no  room  for  controversy.  No  one  able 
to  understand  the  English  language  and  competent  to 
marshal  his  thoughts  will  deny  any  part  of  this  explanation. 
Differences  only  arise  when  we  come  to  determine  whaLthe 
conditions  of  faith  are  ;  when  we  come  to  specify  what  are 
tfie~crTannels  whereby  the  reservoir  of  revealed  truth,  so  to 
is  In  id  on  tn  each  individual  soul.  Yet  even  as  to  one  of 


these  channels  there  is  again  substantial  agreement  among 
Christians.     All  Christians  are  at  one  that  the  written  Word, 
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nne  of  those  channels.  The  Bible  is  the  main 
\vKich"Tays  the  reservoir  on  to  our  souls.  But  the  real  point 
at  issue  is  as  to  the  pipe  whereby  this  main  is  put  into 
immediate  communication  with  each  soul.  The  real  matter 
in  dispute  is  as  to  who  is  the  appointed  interpreter  of  the 
Bible.  TrTerProTestant  thinks  it  is  private  judgment,  rhe 
Catholic  is  sure  that  it  isthe  infallible~Pope. 

In  our"  second  leclme  we  fiibL~proved,  both  from  reason 
and  from  revelation,  that  the  essential  mark  of  Christ's 
Chmch-isjinitv  of  faith,  that  is,  profession  by  all  itsThembers 
of  the  self-same  doctrines.  We  next  showed  how_vvell_the 
Church,  Catholic  and  Roman,  stands  this  test  of_unity. 
We  sagrthat  she  claims  to_be^one_j^that  she  is  in  tact  coh- 
spicuously  one  ;  and  tharby  ner  opponents  she  is  admitted 
to  be  one.  And  in  the  third  place  we_pointed  out  that  the 
unifyingjrincirjie  of  this  oneness  of  beliel^"tftg''"sQle  reason 
of  thjg_cohesion7The  etticient  cause  oTthisiinitY  of  faith,  is 
Papal  Infallibility^ 

""We  musFriowadvance  this  chain  of  reasoning  one  link 
further.  The  nature  of  our  argument  now  requires  us  to 
prove  the  unity  of  the  CatholicChurch  to  be  an  exclusive 
unity.  Not_only  is  trTe^^rmTrnrathQlic  ^Church  ^oji£.  but 
'3Sz~alone  is  o"n£  Ro"^hureh>_javejjie..  Chnrrh  Tnthnlic 
anci  Roman",  is  one  inlaitri  either  in  theory  orjn_jiractice. 
Notlii  Lheoiy  ;-fonrie  Protestant  principle  of  Private  Judg- 
melrE^«mkes^OTTTty^imp^si5Te:  Not  in  ^Ta^tinP  ;  i^^hp 
Protestant  ChTircries  neitheTclaim  norpossess_unity.  Three 
proposiHoTls~ttoereT^^we~^^e^nowtp  demoiistrate.  First, 
the  non-CaTMTg^CHurc^pg  ra^nnrTn"  theory  have  unity. 
Secondly,  they  do  not  in  practice  poss_ess_unity^.  Thirdly, 
they  do  noO^^nmt^~~Tteefore  npne_j)f  Jthem  is  the 
ChurchjafXhnstr' 

'First,  then,  the  fundamental  principle^  of  Protestantism  — 
I  mean  Private  Judgment  —  makes  unity  of  faith  theoretically 
impossible.  Why  ?  The  reason  is  plain  :  foxJhe^nrinciple 
of_Private  Judgment  lays  down  that  that  interpretation  of 
Scripture  is  true  which  each  man  believes  to  be  true,  ancl 
because  he"  believes  it  to  be  true.  According,  therefore,  to' 

the"  principle    of    Private    Judgment   the   religion    of    the 


Without  Papal  Infallibility  no   Unity     39 

individual  depends  finally  upon  the  interpretation  of 
Scripture  by  the  individual ;  and  inasmuch  as  no  two  in 
dividuals  when  left  to  judge  for  themselves  will  interpret 
Scripture  alike,  so  no  two  individuals  will  believe  alike. 
Hence  it  is  as  difficult  to  find  out  what  the  doctrines  of  Pro 
testantism  are  as  to  discover  the  qualities  of  a  boiled  snow 
ball.  Private  Judgment  makes  oneness  of  belief  a  sheer 
impossibility. 

Secondly,  the  non-Catholic  Churches  do  not,  as  a  fact, 
possess  unity^ol  faitrh  For  is  it  not  a  common  experience 
that  nowhere  can  you  find  two  Protestants  able  to  telFyou 
what  precisely  Ttrsyhoid.  and  believe  f And  if  by  rare  good 
fortuneyou  strould"a1iglil~mrtwo  such  phenomena,  is  there 
any  likelihood,  think  you,  that  both  would  profess  the  same 
doctrine  and  belief  ?  Is  it  not  a  notorious  fact  that  from 
the  days  of  Queen  Elizabeth  down  to  the  days  of  Queen 
Victoria,  there  has  been  in  England  a  perpetual  diminution 
of  belief?  The  Prayer-book  no  doubt  remains  the  same, 
and  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles  remain  the  same  ;  but  the 
interpretation  by  Private  Judgment  of  both  Prayer-book  and 
Articles  has  utterly  changed.  Is  it  not  a  notorious  fact  that 
in  the  Protestant  Churches  doctrine  after  doctrine  has  been 
first  doubted,  next  disputed,  then  denied,  and  finally  aban 
doned?  The  doctrine  of  the  Sacraments  has  gone;  and 
the  doctrine  of  Eternal  Punishment  has  gone  ;  *  and  Christ's 
Godhead  and  the  Trinity  and  the  Inspiration  of  the  Bible, 
— all  these  cardinal  doctrines  wholly  or  in  part  have  gone. 
Is  it  not  a  notorious  fact  that  from  the  day  of  its  birth  till 
now,  Protestantism  has  been  in  a  siate  of  doctrinal  flux? 
At  the  outset,  that  religion  proclaimed  good  works  to  be 
useless  and  faith  alone  to  be  necessary.  Does  not  the 
Protestantism  of  to-day  declare  faith  to  be  useless  and  good 

*  Of  the  Seven  Sacraments  the  25th  of  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles 
denies  all  but  two,  Baptism  and  the  Supper  of  the  Lord.  As  to  what 
the  Supper  of  the  Lord  means  in  the  Anglican  Establishment  nobody 
knows.  On  so  vital  a  question  Anglican  authorities  can  only  offer 
vague  and  contradictory  opinions.  And  as  regards  Baptism,  which 
theologians  call  the  "Gate  of  the  Sacraments,"  its  validity  has  been 
declared  an  open  question  by  the  Supreme  Dogmatic  Protestant 
Authority — the  Privy  Council. 
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works  alone  necessary sjode'e  not  hear  it  and  read  it 
daily  that  if  you  lead  a  good  life,  it  matters  not  what  your 
creed  may  be  ?  Again,  Protestantism  at  the  outset  rejected 
Purgatory  and  accepted  Hell.  Does  not  the  Protestantism 
of  to-day  accept  Purgatory  and  reject  Hell  ?  For  have  we 
not  been  assured  by  well  known  Protestant  divines  in  high 
places  that  God  is  too  good  to  burn  the  unrepentant  sinner 
in  endless  fire  ?  Yet  if  Hell  is  to  end  it  has  ceased  to  be 
Hell  and  has  become  Purgatory.  Once  more,  is  it  not  a 
notorious  fact  that  you  may  listen  to  one  Protestant  divine 
preaching  the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  Eucharist,  the  dogma 
of  the  Real  Presence,  and  the  teaching  of  the  Mass  ;  while 
in  the  same  city  and  at  the  same  hour,  you  may  listen  to 
another  Protestant  divine  denouncing  the  Catholic  doctrine 
of  the  Eucharist  and  the  teaching  of  the  Mass  as  base 
idolatry  and  degrading  superstition  ? 

It  is  obvious,  then,  that  the  principle  of  Private  Judgment, 
of  free  enquiry,  and  of  individual  preference  is  not  a  centri 
petal  but  a  centrifugal  force :  it  is  a  principle,  not  of 
cohesion,  but  of  repulsion ;  it  is  a  cause,  not  of  doctrinal 
concord,  but  of  doctrinal  discord  :  its  necessary  tendency  is, 
not  to  weld  together,  but  to  rend  asunder. 

Now  the  force  of  this  reasoning  is  admitted  by  the  think 
ing  section  of  Anglicans — the  High  Church  and  Ritualistic 
parties — and  so  to  turn  the  edge  of  the  argument  they  deny 
Private  Judgment  to  be  the  fundamental  principle  of  Pro 
testantism.  That,  however,  is  to  deny  their  very  name  of 
Protestant.  The  late  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  Dr.  Benson, 
just  before  his  death  described  the  Church  by  law  established 
as  "Catholic,  Apostolic,  Reformed,  and  Protestant,"  and 
His  Grace  implored  his  hearers  to  justify  the  name  :  to  pro 
test  against  the  authoritative  voice  of  the  Roman  Pontiff,  for 
which  they  have  substituted  their  own  Private  Judgment. 
This  principle  of  Private  Judgment  is  implicitly  asserted  in 
the  Sixth  of  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles ;  it  is  implicitly 
asserted  in  the  Twentieth  of  those  Articles;  it  is  asserted 
loudly  by  the  Low  Church  party;  it  is  asserted  bluntly  by 
the  Broad  Church  party ;  and  High  Churchmen  and  Ritu 
alists,  though  they  deny  it  in  theory,  yet  act  on  it  vigor- 
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ously  in  practice.  If  not,  what  is  the  authority  to  which 
instead  they  appeal?  Is  it  to  the  formularies  of  their 
Church  ?  Those  formularies  affirm  Private  Judgment.  Is 
it  to  their  bishops  ?  Their  bishops  affirm  Private  Judgment. 
Is  it  to  the  personal  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Ghost  ?  But 
does  the  Holy  Ghost  inspire  contradictories  ?  Was  it  the 
Holy  Ghost  who  inspired  them  with  a  belief  in  Anglican 
Orders,  which  three-fourths  of  Protestants  deny?  Does 
the  Holy  Ghost  inspire  one  Anglican  with  the  belief  that 
he  is  celebrating  the  Mass;  and  another  Anglican  with 
the  belief  that  the  Mass  is  "a  blasphemous  fable  and  a 
dangerous  deceit"?  (Article  31).  If  they  deny  Private 
Judgment,  I  ask  again  to  what  authority  do  they  appeal  ? 
Is  it  to  General  Councils  ?  Have  they  forgotten  the  Twenty- 
First  of  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles,  which  declares  that  General 
Councils  may  err  and  have  erred  ?  But  if  General  Councils 
they  will  have,  why  do  they  not  bow  before  the  decision  of 
the  last  General  Council  which  defined  the  dogma  of  Papal 
Infallibility,  and  made  the  theory  of  Private  Judgment 
heretical?  Well,  they  say,  General  Councils  have  erred 
except  those  of  the  first  four  centuries,  and  so  they  appeal 
to  them.  But  for  the  assertion  that  General  Councils  in 
centuries  one  to  four  have  not  erred,  and  that  General 
Councils  in  centuries  five  to  nineteen  have  erred,  what 
grounds  have  they  except  their  own  Private  Judgment? 
For  the  view  that  Christ  made  His  Church  infallible  for  four 
centuries,  and  fallible  for  all  remaining  centuries,  what 
grounds  have  they  except  their  own  Private  Judgment? 
For  the  curious  discovery  that  the  infallible  Church  suddenly 
became  fallible,  that  a  Church  which  could  not  err,  did 
nevertheless  err,  what  ground  have  they  except  their  own 
Private  Judgment  ?  Moreover,  if  General  Councils  they  will 
have,  who  is  going  to  interpret  for  them  the  bulky  and 
technical  folios  of  the  Conciliar  Decrees  except  their  own 
Private  Judgment  ?  I  ask  again,  if  not  to  Private  Judg 
ment,  to  what  authority  do  they  appeal  ?  Is  it  to  an  infal 
lible  Church  ?  But  if  "  the  Churches  of  Jerusalem,  Alex 
andria,  Antioch,  and  Rome  have. erred" — as  the  Nineteenth 
Article  assures  us  they  have— is  the  Church  of  Martin 
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Luther  and  Henry  VIII.  to  be  considered  infallible  ?  The 
Twentieth  Article  declares  that  it  is  not.  To  whom,  then, 
do  they  appeal  ?  Is  it  to  an  infallible  Church  as  distinct 
from  an  infallible  Pope  ?  But  where  is  the  mouthpiece  of 
this  infallible  Church  of  theirs,  if  it  be  not  the  Roman 
Pontiff?  What  is  the  use  of  a  dumb  infallibility  ?  What  is 
the  good  of  an  infallibility  that  cannot  express  itself?  Once 
again,  if  not  to  Private  Judgment,  to  what  authority  do  they 
appeal  ?  Is  it  to  Scripture  as  interpreted  by  the  Fathers  ? 
But  are  the  Fathers  infallible?  And,  even  if  they  were, 
who  is  to  interpret  the  hundreds  of  folio  volumes  of  the  vast 
Library  of  the  Fathers  ?  But  still,  if  the  Fathers  they  will 
have,  why  do  they  not  accept  the  unanimous  doctrine  of  the 
Fathers  who,  one  after  another  in  a  long  chain,  teach  that 
the  Supreme  Head  of  the  Catholic  Church  is  the  Bishop  of 
Rome  ? 

Again,  is  it  not  plain  that  High  Anglicans  and  Ritualists 
have  departed  from  the  traditions  of  the  Church  by  law 
established  ?  On  what  authority  ?  On  the  authority  of 
their  own  Private  Judgment.  They  claim  to  be  sacrificing 
priests  ;  yet  their  bishops  deny  them  to  be  sacrificing  priests. 
They  claim  to  have  valid  Orders,  yet  the  Pope  declares  their 
Orders  invalid :  they  are  mere  laymen ;  they  administer 
sacraments  that  are  null;  they  give  absolutions  that  are 
void.  They  call  themselves  Catholic,  yet  their  own  Primate 
proclaims  them  Protestant.  They  call  themselves  Catholic; 
yet  dictionaries  of  the  English  language  define  them  to  be 
Protestant.  They  call  themselves  Catholic ;  yet  our  gracious 
and  beloved  Queen— the  Supreme  Head  of  their  Church 
and  the  Defender  of  their  Faith — in  her  Coronation  Oath 
is  officially  and  solemnly  declared  to  be  a  Protestant.  Their 
teaching  is  scoffed  at  by  their  own  people.  Their  tenets 
are  scouted  by  their  own  prelates.  They  themselves  accept 
just  so  much  of  Catholic  doctrine  and  practice  as  they  like; 
they  reject  just  so  much  of  Catholic  doctrine  and  practice 
as  they  list.  Their  so-called  Anglo-Catholic  Church  they 
affirm  to  be  a  continuation  of  the  ancient  Catholic  Church 
of  England  ;  yet  they  cannot  prove  their  doctrinal  continuity 
even  with  their  own  Establishment  of  half  a  century  ago. 
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Their  new-fangled  Church  is  the  creation,  not  of  God's 
hands,  but  of  their  own.  Theirs  is  a  religion  without 
reality,  the  mere  coinage  of  their  own  brain,  a  structure  sus 
pended  in  mid-air.  In  a  word,  this  new  religion  of  theirs  is 
the  outcome  of  their  own  particular  taste  and  the  product 
of  their  own  changeable  and  ever  changing  Private  Judg 
ment.  The  principle  of  Private  Judgment  is  more  insisted 
on,  in  practice,  by  High  Anglicans  and  Ritualists  than  by 
any  other  section  of  the  non-Catholic  Churches.  They 
claim  that  everybody  should  obey  them,  and  that  they  should 
obey  nobody.  They  are  therefore  most  Protestant  of  Pro 
testants.  The  ordinary  Protestant  protests  against  the 
Roman  Church;  the  Ritualist  protests  against  both  the 
Roman  and  his  own. 

I  say  that  Protestantism,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  does  not 
possess  even  the  shadow  of  unity.  Before  Protestantism 
was  seventy  years  old,  it  had  split  into  over  two  hundred 
and  seventy  sects.  At  the  present  time  there  are  reputed 
to  be  not  less  than  seven  hundred  Protestant  sects ;  each  of 
them  attempting  to  prove  a  whole  system  of  theology  and 
morals  from  the  Bible,  yet  professing  every  kind  of  egregious 
heresy  and  marked  by  every  species  of  intellectual  de 
formity  ;  sects  day  by  day  splitting  up  into  minuter  sub 
divisions,  with  no  bond  of  union  except  their  common 
hostility  to  the  Catholic  Church ;  sects  of  which  the  very 
names  are  often  too  grotesque  for  quotation. 

At  the  Lambeth  Conference  of  1897  the  Bishop  of 
Missouri  declared  that  in  his  own  diocese  there  were  one 
hundred  and  forty  -  three  denominations.  A  sect  had 
been  formed  called  the  "Feet-washing  Church,"  to  carry 
out  our  Lord's  command  :  "  If  I,  being  your  Lord  and 
Master,  have  washed  your  feet,  you  also  ought  to  wash 
one  another's  feet."  But  soon  there  was  a  split.  One 
party  maintained  that  it  was  enough  to  wash  one  foot. 
The  other  party  pointed  to  the  text  and  argued  for 
both  feet.  So  the  "Feet-Washing  Church"  split  up  into 
two  new  Churches,  called  respectively  "The  One-Foot 
Church"  and  "The  Two-Foot  Church."* 

*  Tablet,  July  10,  1897,  p.  54. 
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And  in  Anglicanism  itself  there  is  no  unity.  There  is 
"  Comprehension  "  and  "  Compromise,"  but  not  unity.  Its 
girth  is  equatorial  and  it  will  tolerate  almost  any  opinion. 
To  repeat  Macaulay's  words  :  "  It  is  made  up  of  a  hundred 
sects  battling  within  one  Church."  In  Anglicanism  itself 
there  is  no  unity,  for,  as  Dr.  Ryle,  the  Anglican  Bishop  of 
Liverpool,  declared  in  a  public  charge  in  1888  :"  The  English 
Church  is  in  such  a  state  of  chaotic  anarchy  and  lawlessness 
that  it  does  not  appear  to  matter  a  jot  what  a  clergyman 
holds  and  believes."  Protestantism  began  its  life  by  a 
protest  against  Catholic  dogma.  It  is  ending  its  life  by 
a  protest  against  all  dogma.  The  Protestant  Churches 
cannot  be  said  to  have  unity  of  belief,  because  they  are 
almost  devoid  of  belief. 

The  true  Church  of  Christ  is  one  in  faith.  Will  any  man 
in  his  senses  maintain  that  the  Protestant  Church  is  one  in 
faith  ?  When  the  ministers  of  that  Church  read  in  the  Com 
munion  Service  "  I  believe  in  one  Catholic  Church,"  what 
kind  of  unity  is  it  they  profess  ?  Let  me  suggest.  We  have 
all  heard  of  the  Branch  Theory.  Is  it,  then,  the  unity 
implied  in  the  Branch  Theory?  This  modern  discovery 
declares  the  whole  Catholic  Church  to  be  made  up  of  three 
distinct  branches — the  Roman,  the  Greek,  and  the  Anglican 
— and  affirms  the  Anglican  Church  to  be  one,  just  as  the 
Roman  Church  is  one.  What  trifling  with  words!  The 
Roman,  Greek,  and  Anglican  Churches  are  no  more  one 
tree  than  a  rose,  a  thistle,  and  a  cauliflower  tied  together 
with  a  string  are  one  oak.  The  Anglican  Church  claims  to 
be  a  branch  of  the  Catholic  Church,  though  the  Catholic 
Church  repudiates  the  Anglican,  and  the  Anglican  anathe 
matises  the  Catholic.  The  Catholic  Church  invites  the 
Anglican  to  join  her  fold  and  he  declines.  Then,  having 
refused,  he  claims  to  be  of  the  fold.  The  Catholic  Church 
is  not  a  branch,  it  is  the  original  trunk,  through  which  the 
vivifying  sap  for  ever  flows,  and  which  flourishes  none  the 
less  because  pruned  of  dead  branches.  The  Anglican  Church 
is  indeed  a  branch,  but  a  dead  branch.  It  was  lopped  off 
by  the  "Reformers,"  and  withered  in  consequence.  To 
speak,  as  Ritualists  sometimes  do,  of  the  Roman  Church 
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having  been  cut  off  from  the  Anglican,  is  about  as  reason 
able  as  to  describe  the  trunk  of  a  giant  oak  as  cut  off  from  a 
twig  broken  away  by  a  child,  or  to  describe  a  dog  as  cut  off 
from  its  own  tail.  If  the  Church  which  teaches  the  doctrines 
of  Purgatory  and  the  Mass  is  one  with  the  Church  which 
teaches  that  "Purgatory  is  a  fond  thing  vainly  invented," 
and  that  the  Mass  is  "  a  blasphemous  fable  and  a  dangerous 
deceit  "—if  I  say  these  two  Churches  be  one,  then  the  one 
God  is  in  reality  two.  If  Catholicity  and  Protestantism  are 
one  religion,  there  are  two  Gods. 

The  Church  of  Christ  is  one  living  and  visible  Body  with 
one  living  and  visible  Head,  the  Pope.  Protestants  are  not 
under  that  Head ;  therefore  they  do  not  belong  to  that 
Body.  Again,  the  Church  is  a  kingdom,  and  its  monarch 
is  the  Pope.  Protestants  repudiate  the  Pope,  therefore  they 
are  not  of  the  kingdom.  To  say  that  Romans,  Greeks,  and 
Anglicans  are  one  with  the  kingdom  because,  like  Catholics, 
both  Greeks  and  Anglicans  have  cathedrals,  abbeys,  churches, 
and  revenues,  is  just  as  reasonable  as  to  say  that  England, 
France,  and  America  form  one  kingdom  under  one  sovereign, 
Queen  Victoria,  because  all  three  have  universities,  colleges, 
law-courts,  and  stock  exchanges.  The  Arians,  Donatists, 
and  Nestorians  had  valid  Orders,  which  Anglicans  have  not, 
but  were  they  Catholics  ?  Protestantism  in  England  is  one 
with  Catholicity  only  in  this  sense,  that  Protestantism  has 
plundered  Catholicity  of  its  cathedrals,  abbeys,  churches, 
and  revenues.  An  Anglican  may  be  called  a  Catholic  only 
for  the  same  reason  that  a  sparrow  which  has  ousted  a 
swallow  from  its  nest,  and  established  itself  there  instead, 
may  be  called  a  swallow. 

The  Ritualist  links  Roman,  Greek,  and  Anglican  into  one, 
but  these  three  bodies,  thus  wedded  in  unwilling  espousals, 
will  have  none  of  each  other,  and  demand  an  immediate 
divorce.  The  Greek  will  not  have  the  Anglican  with  his 
Protestant  hostility  to  Our  Lady,  and  his  heretical  mutilation 
of  the  Sacraments.  The  Anglican  will  not  have  the  Greek 
with  his  Catholic  worship  of  images  and  his  Catholic  invo 
cation  of  saints,  and  his  un-Catholic  denial  of  the  Procession 
of  the  Holy  Ghost.  And  the  Roman  rejects  both,  since  the 
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Greek  is  at  least  in  schism,  and  the  Anglican  is  certainly 
both  in  schism  and  in  heresy. 

What,  then,  is  this  unity  which  Anglicans  profess  when 
they  say,  "I  believe  in  one  Catholic  Church"?  We 
have  been  often  told  that  it  is  "unity,  though  not  uni 
formity."  But  what  does  that  mean  ?  What  is  this  unity 
which  is  not  uniformity  ?  It  is  not  unity  with  Rome ;  for 
Rome  rejects  Anglicanism.  It  is  not  unity  with  the  Greeks ; 
for  the  Greeks  reject  Anglicanism.  It  is  not  unity  with  the 
Dissenters;  for  the  Dissenters  reject  Anglicanism.  It  is 
not  unity  within  the  Establishment  itself;  for  the  Estab 
lishment  is  split  up  into  at  least  four  great  factions,  Broad 
Church,  Low  Church,  High  Church,  and  Ritualism- 
factions  as  little  alike  as  whiteness  is  like  blackness,  or  a 
rhomboid  is  like  a  circle.  A  High  Churchman  is  almost 
a  Catholic  in  his  doctrine ;  a  Low  Churchman  is  almost  a 
Dissenter  in  his  doctrine;  a  Broad  Churchman  would  as 
soon  invite  a  Roman  priest  to  preach  in  his  pulpit  as  a 
Ritualist  parson;  and  the  Ritualist  repays  with  interest 
the  Broad  Churchman's  antagonism.  What,  then,  is  this 
"unity  though  not  uniformity"  which  all  these  factions 
profess  ?  Is  it  liturgical  unity  ?  Why,  no  two  Church  ser 
vices  could  be  more  unlike  than  the  Church  service  of  the 
Evangelical  and  the  Church  service  of  the  Ritualist ;  these 
services  are  the  expression  of  opposite  religions.  What,  then, 
I  ask  again,  is  this  "unity  though  not  uniformity "  which 
they  all  profess  ?  Is  it  hierarchical  unity  ?  The  question 
itself  excites  a  smile.  That  the  bench  of  bishops  are  at  one 
among  themselves,  none  but  a  humourist  would  assert.  That 
they  are  without  real  jurisdiction  over  the  inferior  clergy  none 
but  a  satirist  would  deny.  Tested,  then,  by  the  stern  logic  of 
facts,  that  essential  mark  of  the  true  Church,  unity  of  faith, 
is  unknown  in  the  non-Catholic  Churches. 

Thirdly,  not  only  are  Protestants  without  unity  of  belief  in 
theory,  and  without  unity  of  belief  in  fact,  but  they  do  not 
even  claim  such  unity.  The  Protestant  Bishop  of  Winchester 
in  1868  declared  in  Convocation  that  "the  Church  of  Eng 
land  had  always  within  herself  persons  of  extreme  diver 
gences  of  doctrine;"  and  his  Lordship  added,  apparently 
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without  regret,  that  this  discord  in  doctrine  was  "  a  thing  as 
inevitable  as  that  different  men  should  have  different  faces." 
The  Bishop  of  Salisbury  observed  on  the  same  occasion  that 
-"  if  any  attempt  were  made  to  enforce  a  uniform  Creed  it 
would  break  up  the  Church."  The  Bishop  of  Ely  added  that 
"  in  all  times  since  the  Reformation,  people  had  been  allowed 
to  hold  extreme  doctrines  on  one  side  and  on  the  other." 
And  the  then  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  set  his  primatial 
seal  on  these  utterances  by  the  remark  that  "as  to  diver 
gences  of  opinion  among  the  clergy,  I  do  not  wish  to 
restrain  or  curb  the  liberty  of  the  clergy." 

Can  the  Church  of  which  such  prelates  are  the  mouth 
pieces  be  that  true  Church  which  Christ  bade  men  hear  on 
pain  of  excommunication  ?  Our  Lord  said  :  "  If  a  man  will 
not  hear  the  Church,  let  him  be  to  thee  as  the  heathen  and 
the  publican."  *  Are  these  the  bishops  commanded  by  St. 
Paul  f  "  to  keep  the  deposit  of  faith  committed  to  their 
trust"?  Are  these  the  shepherds  of  the  flock  of  Christ  who 
were  ordered  to  "  hold  fast  the  traditions  which  ye  have 
learned  whether  by  word  or  by  epistle  "  ?  \  Are  these  the 
champions  of  revealed  doctrine  who  were  bidden  "  to  con 
tend  earnestly  for  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints  "  ?  § 
Is  this  to  have  "one  Lord,  one  faith,  one  baptism "?||  Is 
this  to  be  "  of  the  same  mind  and  of  the  same  judgment  "  ?  H 
Is  the  spirit  of  these  prelates  identical  with  the  spirit  of  St. 
Paul,  who  declared  that  even  if  an  angel  of  God  should  flash 
down  from  heaven  and  should  teach  a  doctrine  different  from 
the  doctrine  already  taught,  that  angel  should  be  anathema, 
he  should  be  accursed  ?  ** 

The  Protestant  Churches,  therefore,  cannot  in  theory  be 
one  in  faith.  They  are  not  one.  They  do  not  even  claim 
to  be  one.  Unity  of  belief  is  the  essential  mark  of  the 
Church  of  Christ,  and  that  mark  belongs  alone  to  the 
Church  Catholic  and  Roman.  The  Catholic  Church  there 
fore  is  the  Church  of  Christ,  and  she  is  the  only  Church  of 
Christ. 

In  conclusion,  to  put  this  reasoning  in  a  more  concrete 

*  Matt,  xviii.  17.  t  i  Tim.  vi.  20.  £  2  Thess.  ii.  14. 

§  Jude  i.  3.         ||  Ephes.  iv.  5.          IT  i  Cor.  i.  10.          **  Gal.  i.  8. 
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shape,  let  us  throw  our  argument  into  the  form  of  a  practical 
case.  Let  us  suppose  a  Protestant  missioner  in  India  to  be 
attempting  the  conversion  to  Christianity  of  some  pagan,  say 
an  intelligent  Hindoo.  The  missioner  explains  to  his  would- 
be  convert  what  Christianity  means,  who  founded  it,  and  with 
what  object.  He  tells  him  of  revelation,  of  the  sublime 
teachings  of  the  Gospel,  of  future  punishment  and  reward. 
Then  he  passes  to  the  evidences  of  Christianity  ;  to  the 
proofs  of  our  Lord's  Mission ;  to  the  demonstration  of 
Christ's  Godhead.  He  next  explains  the  Bible,  and  dwells 
on  the  fact  of  its  being  a  guide  of  conduct  and  a  rule  of 
faith.  And  thereupon  he  presents  his  hearer  with  a  neatly- 
bound  copy  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  translated  into  the 
Hindoo  tongue.  Next  he  explains  the  tenets  of  his  own 
particular  persuasion  :  Baptist  or  Methodist ;  Lutheran  or 
Calvinist ;  Quaker  or  Congregationalist ;  Presbyterian  or 
Episcopalian ;  Broad  Church,  or  Low  Church,  or  High 
Church,  or  Ritualism ;  or  any  other  of  the  thousand-and- 
one  battling  sects  and  sections  of  that  multitudinous  religion 
which  we  summarize  by  the  generic  name  of  Protestantism. 
The  missioner  is,  I  say,  engaged  in  expounding  the  tenets 
of  that  peculiar  persuasion  which  his  own  Private  Judgment 
has  led  him  to  adopt,  when  the  intelligent  Hindoo  politely 
interrupts  him  somewhat  in  this  fashion: — "Pardon  me! 
Your  reasoning,  reverend  sir,  I  have  up  to  this  stage  followed 
with  perfect  ease.  At  this  point,  however,  your  argument 
seems  to  halt  and  lose  its  force.  Let  me  explain  why.  You 
confess  that  Christianity  is  split  up  into  hundreds  of  sects 
differing  from  one  another  on  matters  of  vital  importance. 
Now  in  this  host  of  sects  what  is  the  mark  of  the  true  one  ? 
They  cannot  all  be  true.  Only  one  can  be  true.  Truth  is 
but  one  ;  error  only  is  manifold.  Therefore,  as  one  religion 
alone  is  true,  all  the  rest  must  be  false.  Which  then  is  the 
true  one  ?  Yours  ?  That  indeed  is  your  assertion.  But 
then  the  Baptist  and  the  Methodist,  the  Lutheran  and  the 
Calvinist,  the  Quaker  and  the  Congregationalist,  the  Presby 
terian  and  the  Episcopalian,  Broad  Churchman,  and  Low 
Churchman,  and  High  Churchman,  and  Ritualist — as  well 
as  the  legion  of  other  sects,  the  very  names  of  which  I 
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cannot  even  remember — each  of  these  says,  as  you  say,  that 
his  view  is  the  only  true  one.  What,  therefore,  is  the  hall 
mark  which  stamps  your  particular  sect  as  the  only  true 
one?  Your  Private  Judgment?  But  is  your  particular 
Private  Judgment  infallibly  right,  and  that  of  all  the  other's 
infallibly  wrong  ?  No  ?  Then  there  is  a  probability  at  least 
that  yours  is  wrong.  In  other  words,  there  is  a  probability 
that  your  particular  persuasion  is  in  schism,  and  perhaps 
heresy,  and  that  consequently  if  I  join  it  I  shall  lose  my 
soul.  Now,  as  you  say,  salvation  is  a  very  serious  matter. 
'  He  that  belie veth  not,' — />.,  all  things  revealed  by  Christ, 
not  merely  some  things  but  all, — 'he  shall  be  damned.' 
Pardon  me  then,  sir,  if  I  decline  to  run  the  slightest  risk.  I 
can  be  satisfied  with  nothing  less  than  a  teacher  competent 
to  solve  all  my  difficulties  and  to  clear  up  all  my  doubts, 
and  that,  too,  without  the  faintest  possibility  of  a  mistake.  I 
require  a  teacher  who  will  not  deceive  me ;  who  cannot  err ; 
who  is  infallible.  Christianity,  without  a  living  and  infal 
lible  interpreter  of  Christianity,  is  a  delusion  and  a  dream. 
I  require,  then,  a  living  teacher  who  is  infallible.  My  reason 
demands  it.  My  conscience  demands  it.  My  common 
sense  demands  it.  Therefore  Christianity  and  Infallibility 
— either  both  or  neither  ! " 


LECTURE    IV. 
THE  BIBLE  NOT  THE  SOLE  RULE  OF  FAITH. 

It  is  urged  against  us  Catholics  that  we  do  not  prize  the 
Bible.  If  so,  it  is  a  little  difficult  to  understand  why  for 
fourteen  hundred  years — before  the  invention  of  printing— 
the  Catholic  Church  multiplied  so  plentifully  copies  of  the 
Bible.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  toilsome  lives  of  monks  spent 
in  the  Scriptorium  of  the  monastery — those  monks  about 
whom  Protestants  find  such  hard  things  to  say — no  Pro 
testant  could  ever  have  had  a  Bible  at  all. 

But  the  adversary  retorts  : — "  Well,  but  the  Roman  Church 
forbids  the  Bible."  I  reply  that  the  Roman  Church  does 
the  exact  opposite.  She  forces  her  ministers,  under  grievous 
sin,  to  read  several  pages  of  the  Bible  daily.  She  compels  the 
people,  under  grievous  sin,  to  come  to  church  on  Sundays 
and  leading  Feast-days,  when  they  may  hear  the  Epistles  and 
Gospels  read  and  carefully  explained.  But  what  the  Roman 
Church  does  forbid  is  this,  that  any  individual  who  likes, 
learned  or  illiterate,  humble  or  clouded  with  conceit,  shall 
take  God's  Book  and  foist  his  own  private  interpretation 
upon  it.  And  in  that  course  of  action  both  reason  and 
results  justify  her.  Protestantism  has  left  every  fanatic  and 
bigot  to  interpret  the  Bible  according  to  the  light,  or  dark 
ness,  of  his  own  Private  Judgment,  and  in  consequence 
among  Protestants  "  chaos  hath  come  again." 

I  am  now  about  to  answer  a  more  fundamental  objection 
made  against  the  Catholic  doctrine  before  explained.  It  is 
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continually  urged  by  our  Protestant  neighbours  in  their  own 
defence  that  the  Bible  alone  is  a  sufficient  Rule  of  Faith. 

They  say :  "  There  is  no  need  of  Papal  Infallibility ;  we 
have  the  Bible  and  we  have  our  Private  Judgment  wherewith 
to  interpret  the  Bible  !  What  more  would  you  have  ?  " 

Before  we  have  finished  this  lecture  I  hope  to  make  it 
clear  that  we  want  a  good  deal  more. 

First,  however,  let  us  make  our  profession  of  faith  in  the 
Bible.  As  Catholics,  then,  we  believe  firmly  that  all  Scrip 
ture  is  the  inspired  Word  of  God;  not  merely  parts  of 
Scripture,  but  the  whole.  We  believe  in  the  inspiration  of 
every  book  of  the  Bible,  and  of  every  part  of  every  book. 
Moreover,  if  any  man  deny  the  inspiration  of  the  Bible,  or 
of  any  part  of  the  Bible,  or  deny  any  doctrine  contained  in 
the  Bible,  we  hold  that  man  to  be  an  assailant  of  God's  truth 
and  a  deadly  sinner  against  the  Holy  Ghost.  With  the 
Council  of  Trent  we  say :  "  If  any  one  do  not  receive  all 
the  books  of  the  Scripture  entire,  with  all  their  parts,  as 
sacred  and  canonical,  let  him  be  anathema."  This  is  the 
infallible  declaration  of  the  Catholic  Church,  and  to  that 
declaration  we,  as  Catholics,  are  bound  to  say,  and  with  all 
our  hearts  we  do  say,  "  Amen." 

Is,  then,  the  Bible  sufficient  without  Infallibility  ?  To  that 
question  we  answer  that  the  Bible,  interpreted  by  Private 
Judgment,  does  not  supply,  cannot  supply,  and  was  never 
intended  by  God  to  supply,  the  need  of  a  living  and  infal 
lible  teacher.  Nay,  Protestantism  itself  seems  to  concede  as 
much.  For  otherwise  why  does  the  Protestant  Church  exist 
at  all  ?  Why  does  it  preach  and  teach  ?  Why  does  it  ex 
pound  the  Bible  ?  What  need  of  expensive  Archbishoprics, 
Bishoprics,  Canonries,  and  inferior  orders  of  clergy  ?  What 
need  of  cathedrals,  churches,  and  chapels  of  ease?  What 
need  of  tithes,  church-rates,  and  Easter-dues  ?  If  all  that 
the  Bible-Christian  requires  for  his  religious  outfit  is  a  Bible 
and  a  Private  Judgment,  surely  all  these  ecclesiastical  institu 
tions  are  but  costly  luxuries,  beneficial  only  to  those  who 
hold  them. 

It  will  perhaps  be  answered  that  the  Church  can  interpret 
the  Scriptures  without  being  infallible.  To  this  we  reply  that 
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if  the  Protestant  Church  admits  its  own  fallibility,  then  it 
may  be,  on  its  own  showing,  and  undoubtedly  is  in  point  of 
fact,  teaching  not  truth  but  error,  and  therefore  it  becomes 
a  duty  not  to  obey  but  to  disobey  it.  If  a  Church  is  to  help 
its  members  to  attain  faith,  and  through  faith  salvation,  it 
must  teach  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the 
truth ;  and  it  must  teach  it  with  certainty.  Yet  the  Protes 
tant  Church  does  not  teach  the  truth,  and  it  does  not  teach 
with  certainty.  It  does  not  teach  the  truth,  for  truth  is  one 
and  Protestantism  is  manifold.  And  it  does  not  teach  with 
certainty,  for  it  does  not  know  itself  what  its  teaching  is. 
The  existence  of  the  Protestant  Church  proves  that  a  living 
voice  is  necessary  to  interpret  the  Bible,  and  the  fallibility 
of  the  Protestant  Church  proves  that  its  interpretation  is 
useless. 

We  ask  then :  Was  the  Bible,  interpreted  by  Private 
Judgment,  intended  by  Christ  to  be  the  sole  rule  of  faith  ? 
No !  Why  not  ?  Because  our  Lord  said  the  precise 
opposite.  He  bade  His  ministers  to  go  forth,  not  to  dis 
tribute  Bibles,  not  to  read  Bibles,  but  to  teach  and  to 
preach.  He  said  :  "  Going,  teach  all  nations;  teaching  them 
to  observe  all  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you. 
And  behold  I  " — the  God  of  Truth — "am  with  you  all  days, 
even  to  the  end  of  the  world.  He  that  believeth  and  is 
baptized  shall  be  saved.  He  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned."*  Consequently,  when  the  Protestant  affirms  the 
Bible  alone  to  be  necessary,  he  contradicts  Jesus  Christ. 

Moreover,  St.  Paul  tells  us  with  equal  clearness  that  we 
acquire  faith,  not  by  reading,  but  by  hearing.  He  says  : 
"  How  shall  men  invoke  Him  in  whom  they  have  not  be 
lieved  ?  And  how  shall  they  believe  in  Him  of  whom  they 
have  not  heard?  And  how  shall  they  hear  without  a 
preacher  ?  "  f  Consequently,  when  the  Protestant  declares 
the  Bible  alone  to  be  necessary,  he  contradicts  St.  Paul. 

I  ask  again  :  Is  the  Bible  the  sole  rule  of  faith  ?  No.  Why 
not  ?  Because  the  Protestant  himself  recognizes  another  rule. 
The  Protestant  believes  many  things  which  he  cannot  prove 
from  the  Bible.  He  believes,  against  the  Baptist,  in  the 

*  Matt,  xxviii.  19  ;  Mark  xvi.  16.  t  Rom.  x.  14. 
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validity  of  infant  baptism,  though  there  is  no  clear  mention  of 
it  in  the  Bible.  Why  does  he  believe  it  ?  On  the  authority  of 
the  Catholic  Church  !  He  believes,  against  the  Quaker,  that 
swearing  under  certain  circumstances  is  lawful,  though  the 
Scriptures  bid  us  to  "swear  not  at  all."*  Why  does  he  be 
lieve  it  ?  On  the  authority  of  the  Catholic  Church  !  He 
believes  that  the  Sabbath  should  be  observed  on  the  first  day 
of  the  week,  though  the  Bible  expressly  says  the  seventh.! 
Why  does  he  believe  it  ?  On  the  authority  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  He  believes  that  meats  containing  blood  may  law 
fully  be  eaten,  though  such  eating  is  expressly  forbidden  in 
the  Old  Testament  and  in  the  New.  \  Why  does  he  believe 
it  ?  On  the  authority  of  the  Catholic  Church  !  He  believes 
that,  "washing  one  another's  feet"  is  not  now  a  Christian 
obligation,  though  it  is  solemnly  enjoined  by  Christ.  §  Why 
does  he  believe  it  ?  On  the  authority  of  the  Catholic  Church ! 
He  believes  in  the  canon  of  Scripture,  in  the  inspiration  of 
Scripture,  in  the  revelation  of  Scripture,  solely  on  the  autho 
rity  of  the  Catholic  Church !  Lastly,  he  believes  as  an 
Article  of  Faith  that  "  Holy  Scripture  containeth  all  things 
necessary  to  salvation,"  ||  that  the  Bible'  is  the  sole  rule  of 
faith,  that  all  men  are  bound  to  read  the  Bible,  and  may  put 
their  own  private  interpretation  upon  the  Bible  ;  though  on 
what  authority  he  believes  all  this  I  know  not,  nor  does  he 
know  himself — certainly  not  on  the  authority  of  the  Bible  ! 
Consequently,  when  the  Protestant  asserts  the  Bible  to  be 
the  sole  rule  of  faith,  he  not  only  contradicts  our  Lord,  he 
not  only  contradicts  St.  Paul,  he  also  contradicts  himself. 

And  now  for  another  proof.  Had  our  Saviour  intended 
all  men  to  be  guided  by  the  Bible  alone,  assuredly  He  him 
self  would  have  written  the  Bible.  Yet,  so  far  as  we  know, 
Christ  never  wrote  one  single  word  in  His  life  except  on  that 
one  pathetic  occasion  when  there  stood  before  Him  the 
woman  taken  in  adultery,  and  the  base  Scribes  and  Pharisees 
pelted  her  with  accusations  until  the  Divine  Master,  in  silent 
pity  for  the  sinner,  leaned  forward  and  with  linger- tip  traced 

*  Matt.  v.  34.  t  Lev.  xxiii.  3  ;  Luke  xxiii.  56. 

£  Gen.  ix.  4 ;  Acts  xv.  20.        §  John  xiii.  14. 
II  xxxix.  Articles,  Art.  vi. 
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in  the  dust  the  sins  of  these  self-righteous  accusers  until  one 
by  one  they  slunk  away  in  shame  and  confusion.  Yet,  ex 
cept  on  this  occasion,  Christ  wrote  nothing  for  our  instruc 
tion.  Still,  you  will  say,  His  Apostles  wrote  ?  I  reply  that 
of  the  whole  College  of  twelve  Apostles,  six  wrote  never  a 
word.  The  seventh,  St.  Jude,  wrote  but  one  short  letter  of 
twenty-five  verses.  And  the  remaining  five,  who  did  write, 
wrote  only  to  particular  persons,  or  to  particular  Churches, 
or  on  particular  occasions,  and  to  meet  particular  needs. 
Neither  singly  nor  collectively  did  they  write  with  the  inten 
tion  of  penning  a  complete  and  systematic  body  of  doctrine 
for  general  use.  More  than  this,  they  did  not  write  at  all 
until  many  years  after  Christ's  Ascension  into  heaven.  Think 
of  the  significance  of  the  fact  that  the  magnificent  Gospel  of 
St.  John  was  never  seen  by  St.  Paul  !  Not  a  word  of  that 
Gospel  was  written  until  thirty  years  after  St.  Paul's  death 
and  sixty  years  after  Christ's  Ascension. 

How,  then,  could  Christ  have  intended  the  Bible  to  be  the 
sole  rule  of  faith,  when  for  a  whole  century  the  Christian 
Church  existed  without  the  New  Testament  as  we  have  the 
New  Testament  now  ?  For  a  whole  century  the  Christian 
Church  lived  on  with  a  rule  of  faith  that  was  not  the  Bible. 
Consequently,  for  a  whole  century  at  least  there  must  have 
been  a  standard  of  faith  that  was  equal  in  authority  to  the  New 
Testament  and  earlier  in  time  than  the  New  Testament.  Now 
what  was  the  nature  of  that  primitive  authority  ?  Was  it  fal 
lible  or  infallible  ?  Fallible  it  could  not  have  been,  since  the 
Christian  was  bound  to  obey  its  teaching  under  pain  of 
eternal  damnation.  These  are  our  Lord's  own  words  :  "  Go 
and  teach.  .  .  .  He  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned." 
That  primitive  authority  must  therefore  have  been  infallible. 
Tell  me,  then,  does  that  primitive  infallibility  yet  exist  or  has 
it  perished  ?  The  Catholic  replies  that  it  still  exists  ;  that  it 
is  indeed  no  other  than  the  living  and  infallible  voice  of  the 
Roman  Pontiff,  ever  the  same,  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for 
ever  ;  ever  the  same,  unchanged,  unchanging,  and  unchange 
able.  The  Bible  Christian  replies  that  it  has  perished,  that 
infallibility  has  become  fallible,  that  a  Church  which  could 
not  err  has  nevertheless  erred ;  but  how,  and  where,  and  why, 
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he  is  quite  unable  to  explain.  The  Bible  Christian  is  thus 
driven  to  assert  that  Jesus  Christ,  the  God  of  Infinite  Wis 
dom,  instituted  one  rule  of  faith  which  lasted  indeed  for  a 
time,  but  in  the  end,  being  weighed  in  the  balance  and  found 
wanting,  was  utterly  supplanted  by  another  rule  of  faith  in 
stituted  by  somebody  else.  Our  Lord  bade  His  ministers 
to  go  forth  and  preach  and  teach :  "  Going,  teach  all 
nations  "  ;  but  this  commission,  the  Bible  Christian  tells  us, 
turned  out  a  failure,  and  someone  else,  unknown,  substituted 
in  its  place  this  new  command,  "  Go  forth  and  distribute 
cheap  Bibles  and  let  the  people  read."  An  astounding 
opinion  truly,  deeply  insulting  to  Jesus  Christ ;  an  opinion, 
too,  which  is  not  only  unreasonable  in  itself  but  for  which 
there  is  no  shred  or  shadow  of  proof. 

Not  only  so.  If  the  living  and  infallible  voice  of  Christ's 
Church  has  perished,  then  the  Bible  also  for  all  practical 
purposes  has  perished  with  it. 

For  on  what  ground  am  I  to  accept  the  Bible  as  God's 
Word  ?  Without  an  infallible  teacher  why  should  I  admit 
the  Bible  to  be  the  inspired  Word  of  God  any  more  than  I 
admit  the  Koran,  or  the  Book  of  Mormon,  or  the  visions  of 
Swedenborg,  or  the  revelations  of  Joanna  Southcote,  or  the 
ravings  of  Madame  Blavatsky,  to  be  the  inspired  Word  of 
God  ?  Without  infallibility  how  are  we  not  only  to  know 
that  the  Bible  is  God's  Book,  but  to  know  this  with  absolute 
certainty  to  the  exclusion  of  all  doubt  ?  For  remember  that 
your  authority,  whatever  it  be,  which  vouches  for  the  Bible 
must  be  an  infallible  authority.  Why  ?  Because  if  not  in 
fallible  it  may  be  in  error ;  and  if  it  may  be  in  error  you  have 
room  for  doubt ;  and  with  doubt  there  is  no  faith  :  and  with 
out  faith  there  is  no  salvation.  It  is  plain,  then,  that  before 
we  can  recognize  an  inspired  Bible,  we  must  have  a  living 
and  infallible  authority  to  guarantee  the  inspiration  of  the 
Bible.  Consequently,  if  there  be  no  living  and  infallible 
voice  in  the  Church,  then  for  us  there  is  no  Bible.  Infalli 
bility  might  exist,  and  for  a  whole  century  obviously  did 
exist,  without  the  Bible  ;  but  the  Bible,  without  infallibility, 
could  not  exist  for  us  even  a  single  day. 

What  reply,  it  may  well  be  asked,  does  the  Bible  Christian 
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make  to  this  startling  argument  ?  The  reply  offered  is  this, 
that  the  Bible  testifies  to  its  own  inspiration.  Testifies  to 
its  own  inspiration  !  Such  an  answer  in  the  first  place  would 
be  utterly  insufficient,  even  if  it  were  correct ;  and,  in  the 
second  place,  it  is  utterly  incorrect.  It  would  be  utterly  in 
sufficient  ;  for  even  if  the  Bible  affirmed  itself  to  be,  as  a 
whole,  the  Word  of  God,  how  could  that  affirmation  be  proof 
of  the  fact  in  question  ?  The  assertion  by  a  witness  of  his 
own  veracity  is  no  proof  of  his  veracity.  Does  not  the  false 
witness  always  assure  you  of  his  truthfulness  ?  The  Koran 
claims  to  be  the  Word  of  God.  Is  it  on  that  account  to  be 
accepted  as  the  Word  of  God  ?  Until  you  have  proved  the 
Bible  to  be  in  every  part  God's  Word,  you  cannot  trust  its 
own  assertion  that  it  is  God's  Word.  You  must  prove  its 
inspiration  before  you  can  accept  its  assertion  of  its  inspira 
tion.  Until  the  Bible  is  proved  from  some  source  external 
to  the  Bible  to  be  God's  Book,'  it  has  no  locus  standi ;  its 
testimony  to  its  own  inspiration  is  inadmissible  ;  it  cannot 
come  into  court.  Therefore  the  Protestant  reply,  that  the 
Bible  itself  declares  its  own  inspiration,  would  be  quite 
worthless  even  if  such  a  declaration  existed  in  the  Bible. 
And  such  a  declaration  does  not  exist. 

The  Bible  nowhere  declares  itself,  as  a  whole,  to  be 
inspired.  I  repeat  it,  there  is  no  passage  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures  which  enumerates  the  long  list  of  books  in  the 
Bible  and  says,  "All  these  books  are  inspired." 

More  than  this.  Supposing  for  argument's  sake  that  the 
Bible  Christian  could  in  some  mysterious  way  demonstrate 
the  inspiration  of  his  Bible,  that  in  some  marvellous  fashion 
he  could  prove  his  Scriptures  to  be  the  Word  of  God,  how 
is  he  next  to  prove  the  Canon  of  his  Bible  ?  That  is,  how 
is  he  to  prove  that  the  catalogue  of  books  in  the  English 
Bible  is  an  accurate  list  ?  For  the  Bible  is  not  one  book, 
but  a  whole  library  of  books.  How  is  he  to  prove  that  he 
has  the  true  Bible,  the  whole  Bible,  and  nothing  but  the 
Bible  ?  How  is  he  to  prove  that  in  the  English  Bible  nothing 
has  been  added  to  the  Word  of  God,  that  nothing  has  been 
omitted,  that  nothing  has  been  corrupted  in  the  translation 
from  the  original  Greek  and  Hebrew  ?  I  maintain  first, 
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that  no  Bible  Christian  can  prove  his  English  Bible  to  be 
a  correct  translation  of  the  original  Bible.  Has  not  the 
modern  Revised  Version  changed  many  important  passages 
which  for  three  hundred  years  had  been  accepted  as  correct 
in  the  old  Authorised  Version ;  among  others,  the  famous 
text  of  "  Search  the  Scriptures"  ?  *  Take  the  non-Catholics 
here  in  England,  ministers  and  people,  how  many  of  them 
are  competent  as  critics  to  discuss  a  translation  from  Greek 
or  from  Hebrew  ?  I  maintain,  secondly,  that  no  Bible 
Christian  can  prove  his  English  Bible  to  have  added 
nothing  spurious  to  the  Word  of  God.  The  English  Pro 
testant  accepts  the  Epistle  of  St.  James  as  genuine;  the 
German  Protestant  rejects  the  Epistle  of  St.  James  as 
spurious.  Which  of  the  two  is  right  ?  They  cannot  both  be 
right  ?  Again,  the  English  Protestant  accepts  the  Epistle  of 
St.  Paul  to  the  Hebrews  as  genuine ;  the  German  rejects  it 
as  spurious.  Which  of  them  is  right  ?  They  cannot  both 
be  right.  Once  more,  are  the  first  five  books  of  the  Old 
Testament  to  be  received  as  genuine  ?  Yes,  you  say.  But 
how  do  you  know,  since  a  learned  Anglican  Bishop  in  our 
own  generation  rejected  them  as  spurious?  And  I  main 
tain,  thirdly,  that  no  Bible  Christian  can  prove  his  English 
Bible  to  have  omitted  nothing  of  the  Word  of  God.  So  far 
from  being  able  to  prove  it,  his  mind,  as  a  rule,  is  a  perfect 
blank  on  the  subject.  Now  we  Catholics  know  for  certain, 
on  the  infallible  authority  of  Christ's  Church,  that  from  the 
English  Protestant  Bible  there  are  omitted  seven  whole 
books,  and  parts  of  several  other  books  which  belong  to  the 
true  Canon  of  Scripture.  Think  of  it !  The  non-Catholic 
Bible  omits  over  seven  books  of  the  revealed  Word  of  God  !f 
Now  should  a  non-Catholic  tell  me  that  he  has  no  doubt 
of  the  Canon  of  his  Scripture;  that  he  knows  for  certain 
his  Bible  to  be  correctly  translated ;  that  he  is  sure  it 
contains  all  God's  revelation,  and  nothing  but  God's  revela 
tion — I  should  like  to  ask  whence  he  knows  these  funda 
mental  facts.  Has  he  learnt  them  from  the  Bible  or  from 

*  John  v.  39. 

t  The  Books  of  Tobias,  Judith,  Maccabees  First  and  Second,  Ecclesi- 
asticus,  Wisdom,  Baruch,  etc. 
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a  source  external  to  the  Bible?  Certainly  not  from  the 
English  Bible,  which  nowhere  asserts  itself  to  contain  the 
truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth;  which 
nowhere  affirms  itself  to  be  a  correct  translation  into  English 
from  the  original  Greek  and  Hebrew.  Consequently,  if  the 
Bible  Christian  knows  these  supposed  facts  at  all — and,  as 
a  rule,  he  knows  as  little  of  them  as  he  knows  of  quater 
nions,  or  of  Chinese  chronology,  or  of  the  language  of 
Cheops — he  must  know  them  from  an  authority  outside 
the  Bible. 

Is  that  authority,  then,  fallible  or  infallible?  If  it  is 
fallible,  why  does  he  believe  it,  since  it  may  be  wrong  ?  If 
it  is  infallible,  he  must  once  again  confess  Infallibility  to  be 
prior  to  the  Bible.  No  Infallibility,  no  Bible.  Without  a 
living  and  infallible  teacher,  the  Bible  is  for  us  a  sheer 
impossibility. 

Hence  it  follows  that  if  the  Protestant  is  to  have  a  Bible 
at  all,  an  inspired  Book  which  is  the  Word  of  God  and  is 
known  for  certain  to  be  the  W7ord  of  God — a  Bible  whole 
and  entire,  with  nothing  superfluous,  nothing  deficient, 
nothing  corrupt — he  must  of  necessity  fall  back  on  the 
living  and  infallible  voice  of  the  Catholic  Church.  The 
Protestant  sets  up  the  Bible  against  Infallibility,  yet  he  can 
logically  have  no  Bible  until  he  has  first  recognized 
Infallibility.  He  is  called  "Protestant"  because  on  the 
strength  of  Inspiration  he  protests  against  Infallibility;  yet 
he  cannot  logically  so  protest  without  first  ceasing  to  be 
Protestant  by  an  admission  of  Infallibility  as  the  sole 
authority  for  Inspiration.  The  Protestant  who  sets  up  the 
Bible  against  Infallibility  is  in  the  position  of  the  wood 
cutter  who  sits  on  the  very  branch  which  he  is  sawing  off 
from  the  parent  trunk. 

Again,  had  our  Lord  meant  the  Bible,  interpreted  by 
Private  Judgment,  to  be  the  sole  rule  of  faith,  He  must 
have  meant  it  as  the  sole  rule  for  all ;  for  Christ  did  not 
leave  one  rule  of  faith  for  one,  and  another  rule  of  faith  for 
another.  Yet  how  could  the  Bible  be  the  sole  rule  for  all  ? 
How  could  it  be  the  sole  rule  for  children  who  cannot  under 
stand  it?  or  for  the  illiterate  who  cannot  read  it?  or  for 
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the  toiling  masses  who  have  no  time  to  read  it  ?  Yet  these 
three  classes — the  young,  the  illiterate,  the  hard-worked — 
constitute  the  great  bulk  of  mankind.  We  know,  of  course, 
that  these  three  classes — that  is,  the  vast  majority  of  Pro 
testants — are  by  no  means  left  to  interpret  the  Bible  for 
themselves.  In  practice  they  are  instructed  by  the  living 
voice  of  their  ministers,  just  as  Catholics  are.  In  theory 
they  judge  for  themselves ;  in  practice  their  teachers  judge 
for  them. 

Private  Judgment  is  a  luxury  reserved  for  the  rich  who 
decline  to  be  taught.  Then,  let  us  ask,  has  the  Protestant 
minister  who  thus  teaches,  an  infallible  authority  at  his  back, 
or  has  he  not?  If  he  is  infallible,  then  for  one  Catholic 
Pope  you  have  substituted  a  legion  of  Protestant  popes  ! 
If  he  is  not  infallible,  by  what  right  does  he  teach  his  own 
peculiar  tenets,  since  his  teaching  is  probably  false  ?  Nay, 
that  it  is  actually  false  is  obvious  enough;  for  have  not 
the  countless  and  contending  sects  and  sections  of  Protes 
tantism  all  sprung  from  their  diverse  and  therefore  false 
interpretation  of  Holy  Scripture?  Has  not  the  Bible  for 
three  centuries  been  among  Protestants  as  a  wondrous 
kaleidoscope  that  has  shifted  and  changed  in  the  hands  of 
each  new  comer,  at  every  turn  evolving  new  heresies, 
fantastic  and  grotesque  ?  Has  not  the  Bible,  interpreted  by 
Private  Judgment,  been  for  three  hundred  years  like  some 
weird  musical  instrument  whereon  each  player  has  played 
what  discordant  tune  he  listed,  and  scarce  two  have  listed 
alike  ?  Protestants  sometimes  taunt  Catholics  who  accept 
Infallibility  with  mental  degradation;  but  I  retort  that 
mental  degradation  lies  in  submission,  not  to  an  infallible 
authority  that  cannot  lead  you  wrong,  but  to  a  fallible 
authority  that  cannot  fail  to  lead  you  wrong. 

Lastly,  had  Christ  intended  the  Bible  to  be  the  sole  rule 
of  faith  for  all,  He  must  necessarily  have  put  the  Bible,  in 
all  ages  of  the  Church,  within  reach  of  all ;  for  our  Lord 
did  not  establish  one  rule  of  faith  for  one  century,  and 
another  rule  of  faith  for  another  century.  Now  has  the 
Bible,  in  all  ages,  been  within  the  reach  of  all?  Was  it 
within  the  reach  of  all  in  the  first  century  after  Christ? 
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No ;  for  the  New  Testament  which  contains  the  Christian's 
rule  of  faith  did  not  yet  exist.  Was  it  within  the  reach  of 
all  during  at  least  seven  centuries  after  Christ,  before  it  was 
translated  into  English  out  of  the  original  Greek  and 
Hebrew  ?  No ;  for  it  was  unintelligible.  Was  it  within  the 
reach  of  all  during  the  first  fifteen  centuries  after  Christ, 
before  the  invention  of  printing  ?  No  •  for  a  single  manu 
script  copy  of  the  Bible  cost  so  much  that  only  the  richest 
could  afford  a  Bible.  Was  it  within  the  reach  of  all  in 
those  early  centuries,  when  scarcely  any  but  clerics  could 
read  ?  The  Protestant  is  therefore  bound  to  hold  that  Christ 
established  a  rule  of  faith  that  for  fifteen  centuries  was 
utterly  useless. 

You  see,  therefore,  how  the  case  stands  so  far  as  our 
argument  has  gone.  The  faithful  during  the  lifetime  of 
Christ  had  no  Bible.  The  faithful  during  the  greater  part 
of  the  lives  of  the  Apostles  had  no  Bible.  The  faithful  for 
fifteen  centuries  after  Christ,  from  the  very  force  of  circum 
stances,  could  not  procure  a  Bible,  and  could  not  have  read 
it  if  they  had  procured  one.  The  Protestant,  therefore,  must 
hold  that  there  have  been  three  Dispensations — the  Jewish, 
the  Christian,  and  the  Dispensation  of  Printing;  and  that 
the  Dispensation  of  Printing  supplanted  the  second,  which 
was  the  authority  of  a  living  and  infallible  Church  ! 

Again,  even  at  the  present  day,  the  Bible  Christian  can 
not  prove  his  Bible  to  be  God's  book.  He  cannot  easily 
prove  its  authenticity,  that  it  was  written  by  those  whose 
names  it  bears.  He  cannot  easily  prove  its  integrity,  that  it 
is  a  true  copy  of  the  -original  in  all  its  parts.  He  cannot 
prove  its  divinity,  that  it  is  God's  revelation.  He  cannot 
prove  its  inspiration,  that  it  is  the  inspired  record  of  God's 
revelation.  All  these  are  vital  questions.  How  will  the 
ordinary  Bible  Christian,  who  rejects  Infallibility,  solve 
them  ?  By  Private  Judgment  ?  The  man  who  gives  such 
an  answer  is  a  mere  simpleton.  Why,  Private  Judgment, 
with  all  the  aids  that  human  learning  can  provide,  has  been 
for  hundreds  of  years  engaged  on  these  questions,  and 
every  one  of  them  is,  at  this  hour,  involved  in  bitter  contro 
versy.  How  will  the  Bible  Christian  settle  these  questions  ? 
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By  an  appeal  to  the  Bible  ?  Not  so,  for  it  is  the  Bible  it 
self  which  is  the  very  subject  in  dispute.  The  Bible  is  deaf 
and  dumb  and  can  decide  no  controversy  about  the  Bible. 

And  even  in  our  own  day  when  the  Bible — or  rather,  so 
much  of  the  Bible  as  is  contained  in  the  mutilated  Protes 
tant  Version — is  accessible  enough,  and  when  all  men  can 
read,  still  the  unaided  Private  Judgment  of  the  individual  is 
incompetent  to  grasp  the  genuine  sense  of  a  book,  such  as 
is  the  Bible,  written  originally  in  foreign  languages,  by  a 
variety  of  hands,  in  a  diversity  of  styles,  of  which  the  idioms, 
the  figures,  the  phraseology  are  strange,  and  of  which  the 
doctrines  are  often  impenetrable  mysteries. 

We  are  indeed  continually  assured  by  Protestants  that 
the  Bible  is  plain  on  all  points  necessary  for  salvation.  But 
what  points  are  not  necessary  for  salvation?  Does  this 
mean  that  all  those  points  are  plain  which  are  necessary  for 
salvation,  and  all  those  points  are  necessary  for  salvation 
which  are  plain?  But  is  not  a  point  generally  plain  to  one 
who  wishes  to  believe  it,  and  not  plain  to  one  who  wishes 
not  to-believe  it  ?  But  plain  to  whom  ?  To  the  child  ?  To 
the  illiterate  ?  To  the  dullard  ?  If  not  plain  to  a  child,  is 
the  point  necessary  for  salvation  to  the  parent?  If  not 
plain  to  a  savage,  is  it  necessary  for  salvation  to  the  mis- 
sioner  ?  If  not  plain  to  a  dullard,  is  it  necessary  for  salva 
tion  to  Sir  Isaac  Newton  ?  And  how  much  study  must  be 
given  to  a  point  before  it  can  be  declared  not  plain  ?  Are 
the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity,  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  the 
Atonement,  Eternal  Punishment,  the  Inspiration  of  Scrip 
ture,  the  Canon  of  the  Scripture — are  these  all  plain  ?  The 
man  who  thinks  so,  must  have  a  mind  of  most  remarkable 
constitution.  And  if  they  are  not  plain,  are  they  unneces 
sary  for  salvation  ?  If  the  Bible  is  so  plain,  how  comes  it 
that  the  Bible,  from  Genesis  to  the  Apocalypse,  is  quoted 
by  one  Protestant  against  another  and  by  the  Catholic 
against  both  ?  If  the  Bible  is  so  plain,  how  comes  it  that 
one  half  the  Protestant  world  reads  the  Bible  and  yet 
believes  the  religion  of  the  other  half,  which  equally  reads 
it,  to  be  an  abomination  in  the  sight  of  God  ?  Is  the  Bible 
plain  to  both  Socinian  and  Calvinist,  to  both  Dissenter  and 
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Anglican?  Is  this  text  of  St.  Paul  clear:  "A  man  that  is 
a  heretic  reject"  ?  or  this  :  "  Let  there  be  no  divisions  among 
you  "  ?  or  this  :  "  The  works  of  the  flesh  are  manifest  which 
are  sects' '?  or  this,  to  Protestant  married  clergymen:  "It 
is  good  for  a  man  not  to  marry"?  or  this:  "This  is  my 
Body"?  or  this:  "Thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  Rock  I  will 
build  My  Church  "  ?  If  these  texts  are  plain,  and  therefore 
necessary  for  salvation,  it  is  curious  that  all  Protestants 
understand  them  in  one  sense,  and  all  Catholics  (two  hun 
dred  and  fifty  millions)  understand  them  in  another  and 
diametrically  opposite  sense  !  If  the  Bible  is  so  plain,  why 
did  St.  Peter  say  of  the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul:  "There  are 
certain  things  in  them  hard  to  be  understood,  which  the  un 
learned  and  unstable  wrest,  as  they  do  the  other  Scriptures, 
to  their  own  destruction  "  ?  *  Is  that  text  plain,  and  there 
fore  necessary  for  salvation  ? 

To  all  these  overwhelming  objections  Protestants  can  find 
but  this  answer,  that  their  Bible  is  vouched  for  by  the  first 
four  infallible  General  Councils  of  the  early  Church.  Such 
an  answer  need  not  detain  us.  It  is  simply  worthless.  For, 
first  of  all,  a  General  Council  is  not  infallible,  unless  its 
decrees  be  confirmed  by  that  Pope  whose  supremacy  Protes 
tants  deny.  Secondly,  if  Protestants  accept  the  Bible  on 
the  authority  of  the  Councils,  why  have  they  rejected  as 
spurious  more  than  seven  whole  books  of  the  Bible  which 
those  Councils  declared  to  be  genuine  and  canonical? 
Thirdly,  how  can  Protestants  appeal  to  Councils  as  to  an 
infallible  authority  when  the  Twenty-first  of  the  Thirty- Nine 
Articles  teaches  that  "  Councils  may  err  and  sometimes  have 
erred  in  things  pertaining  unto  God  "  ?  Fourthly,  one  of  the 
largest  General  Councils  the  Church  ever  gathered  together 
— the  Council  of  the  Vatican  —  has  defined  that  Papal 
Infallibility  which  Protestants  so  strenuously  deny.  Such  an 
argument,  forsooth,  in  defence  of  Bible  Christianity  is  the 
last  refuge  of  desperate  controversialists. 

We  are  assured    by  Bible  Christians  that  Infallibility  is 

unnecessary  and  therefore  non-existent ;  that  a  Bible,  and  a 

Private  Judgment  to  interpret  the  Bible,  are  stock-in-trade 

*  2  Tet.  iii.  1 6. 
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sufficient  for  any  man.  Now  let  us  consider  this  view  as 
applied  to  a  concrete  instance.  It  is  narrated  in  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles*  that  a  man  of  Ethiopia  was  once  returning 
home  from  Jerusalem,  whither  he  had  been  to  worship  God. 
He  was  of  good  education  and  of  high  social  position,  being 
treasurer  to  Queen  Candace.  Now  as  he  rode  back  in  his 
chariot  to  his  own  land  he  occupied  himself  with  reading 
aloud,  out  of  a  scroll,  texts  from  the  prophet  Isaias.  But 
he  understood  not  what  he  read.  Therefore,  because  he 
was  a  good  man,  God  worked  a  series  of  miracles  to  en 
lighten  him  and  lead  him  to  Christianity.  "And  the  angel 
of  the  Lord  spake  unto  Philip,  saying :  Arise,  and  go  to 
wards  the  south  unto  the  way  that  goeth  down  from 
Jerusalem  to  Gaza.  And  he  arose  and  went."  Then 
having  found  the  Ethiopian  treasurer  reading  aloud,  "  the 
Spirit  said  unto  Philip :  Go  near  and  join  thyself  to  this 
chariot.  And  Philip  ran  thither  to  him  and  said :  Under- 
standest  thou  what  thou  readest  ?  "  What  was  the  eunuch's 
reply  ?  Did  he  answer  :  "  Of  course  I  do  !  I  am  surprised  at 
your  question !  Have  I  not  the  Bible,  and  have  I  not  my 
Private  Judgment,  and  have  I  not  the  guidance  of  the  Holy 
Spirit?  What  more  would  you  wish  me  have?"  No,  that 
was  not  the  character  of  the  stranger's  reply,  but  he  said  : 
'•'•How  can  I  understand  unless  some  man  show  me?  And 
he  desired  Philip  that  he  would  come  up  and  sit  with  him. 
Then  Philip  opened  his  mouth  and  preached  unto  him  Jesus. 
And  as  they  went  on  their  way,  they  came  unto  a  certain 
water.  And  the  eunuch  said,  See,  here  is  water.  What 
doth  hinder  me  to  be  baptized  ?  And  Philip  said  :  If  thou 
believest  with  all  thy  heart,  thou  mayest.  And  he  answered 
and  said,  I  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  Son  of  God. 
And  he  commanded  the  chariot  to  stand  still.  And  they 
went  down  both  into  the  water  and  Philip  baptized  him. 
And  when  they  were  come  up  out  of  the  water,  the  Spirit  of 
the  Lord  caught  away  Philip  so  that  the  eunuch  saw  him 
no  more.  And  the  stranger  went  on  his  way  rejoicing." 
Yet  if  Protestant  principles  are  true,  these  miracles  were 
quite  superfluous !  If  the  eunuch  had  treated  God's 
*  Acts  viii.  26-40. 
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messenger,  Philip,  as  Protestants  treat  God's  messenger,  the 
Pope,  can  we  suppose  that  the  stranger  would  have  been 
saved  ? 

The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  my  long  argument  is 
obvious.  If  there  is  no  Infallibility,  for  us  there  is  no 
Bible.  If  there  is  a  Bible,  there  must  be  an  Infallibility 
prior  to  the  Bible.  Therefore  Infallibility  and  the 
Bible  —  either  both  or  neither.  Thus,  then,  I  end. 
Again  and  again  have  we  Catholics  been  twitted  with  want 
of  that  intellectual  freedom  which  as  Bible  Christians 
Protestants  are  said  to  enjoy.  Again  and  again  have  we 
Catholics  been  taunted  with  that  mental  bondage  which  as 
Papists,  Infallibility  is  said  to  have  fastened  upon  us.  But 
I  answer  that  Catholics  refuse  to  bend  their  minds  before  a 
religious  teacher  who  can  err.  They  decline  to  bow  their 
reason  before  a  Bible  whose  inspiration  without  Infallibility 
they  cannot  prove.  I  answer  these  inconsequent  thinkers 
in  the  words  of  that  master-mind  of  the  Western  Church;  the 
great  doctor  of  the  early  ages,  St.  Augustine,  who  said  : — 
"  For  my  part,  unless  I  was  moved  thereto  by  the  authority 
of  the  Catholic  Church,  I  would  not  believe  in  the  Gospels 
at  all."  * 

*   Contra  Epist.  Fundam.,  i.  6. 


LECTURE  V. 
PAPAL  INFALLIBILITY  PROVED  FROM  SCRIPTURE. 

When  the  Parliament  of  England  makes  a  law,  it  appoints 
a  living  voice  to  interpret  that  law ;  and  that  living  voice 
it  endows  with  practical  infallibility.     For  to  the  decision  of 
our  highest  legal  tribunal  we  must  all  assent,  with  at  least 
external  assent,  as  binding  and  conclusive,  not,  of  course 
on  conscience  but  on  conduct ;  therefore  I  call  it  practical 
infallibility.     Moreover,  the  need  of  such  a  living  interpreter 
is   imperative.     No  language,  however  accurate,  could  ex 
press  a  law,  however  simple,  in  such  wise  that  all  men  of 
themselves    would   interpret    that   law    alike.     It   was    the 
saying  of  a  famous  pleader  that  a  coach  and  four  could  be 
driven  through  the  best  statute  ever  drafted.     Were  English 
law  left  to  be  interpreted  by  the  private  judgment  of  each 
individual,  the  English  nation  would  break  up  in  a  month. 
^  Now  just  as  all  British  people  form  a  secular  nation,  so  all 
Christian  people  form  a  holy  nation ;   St.  Peter  said :  "  Ye 
are   a  holy  nation."  ">      And  just   as  to  the  secular   nation 
Parliament  has  given  a  body  of  human  law,  so  to  the  holy 
nation  God  has  given  a  body  of  divine  law.     This  divine 
law,  which  we  call  revelation,  is  expressed,  in  part  at  least, 
in  that  statute-book  which  we  call  the  Bible.     We  know  that 
human  law  is  hard  to  understand  and  needs  an  interpreter. 
Is  divine  law  easy  to  understand  and  able  to  dispense  with 
an  interpreter  ?     No  ;  so  far  from  being  easy,  it  is  in  parts 
*  St.  Pot  i.  2-9. 
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incomprehensible.  It  is  above,  though  not  against  man's 
reason.  Man  cannot,  for  example,  understand  how  God  is 
one  Nature  under  a  threefold  Personality  ;  how  Christ  is 
one  Person  with  a  twofold  Nature;  how  the  Son  is  one 
Nature  with  the  Father,  yet  proceeds  from  the  Father ;  how 
the  Holy  Ghost  is  one  Nature  with  the  Father  and  the  Son, 
yet  proceeds  from  both  as  from  one  Co-principle. 

Now,  if  the  Private  Judgment  of  individuals  cannot   be 
trusted  accurately  to  interpret  an  English  statute  framed  by 
experts    with   minutest  care   to   exclude   ambiguities,    how 
utterly    impossible  must  it  be  for  the  Private  Judgment    of 
individuals  to  interpret  alike  the  vast  body  of  revealed  truths  ! 
For  these  sublime  doctrines  were  originally  written  not  in 
one  but  in  a  collection  of  seventy-three  books  which,  taken 
together,  we  call  the  Bible.     The  Bible  is  in  reality  a  whole 
library  in  itself,  and  was  formerly  called  a  library,  Bibliotheca, 
even  as  early  as  St.  Jerome's  time  ;  *  books  penned  originally 
not   in  English  but  in  outlandish  tongues   utterly  alien  to 
our  English  fashion  of  speech.     Yet  in    spite  of  all    these 
difficulties  this  body  of  revelation  God  bids  us  accept  in  its 
entirety,  as  binding  not  only  on  conduct,  but  on  conscience  ; 
God  bids  us  not  only  to  act  as  He  commands,  but  also  to 
believe  all  that  He  declares  to  be  true ;  for  it  is  absurd  to 
suppose  God  to  have  come  from  heaven  to  give  us  a  reve 
lation  which  we  were  free  in  part  to  reject.     Christ  said  to 
His  ministers  :  "  Going,  teach  ye  all  nations,  teaching  them 
to  observe  ALL  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you."  t 
And  not  only  must  we  accept  all  revelation,  but  we  must 
accept  it  all,  not  in  our  own  sense,  but  in  God's ;  for,  again, 
it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  God  came  from  heaven  to  give 
us  a  revelation  in  one  sense  which  we  were  free  to  accept  in 
another.     And  so  God  bade  us  all  be  "of  one  mind,  that 
with  one  mind  and  with  one  mouth  we  may  glorify  God."  \ 
Well,  but  does  anything  practical  depend  on  our  accept 
ance  of  all  God's  revelation  and  of  all  of  it  in  God's  sense  ? 

*  See  instances  in  Maitland's  Dark  Ages,  p.  194,  where  in  a  note  it  is 
said  :  "As  to  the  name  Bibliotheca,  I  have  already  had  occasion  to 
mention  that  it  was  the  common  name  for  a  Bible." 

t  Matt,  xxviii.  20.  %  Rom.  xv.  6. 
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Yes,  everything  depends  on  it.  On  that  acceptance  it 
depends  whether,  on  the  one  hand,  after  this  brief  span  of 
life  is  crossed,  we  shall  stand,  full  of  happiness  to  the  brim 
of  our  capacity,  face  to  face  with  the  ravishing  Vision  of  God 
for  all  eternity ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  whether  buried  in 
hopeless  misery  we  shall  burn  in  quenchless  fire  for  all 
eternity !  Then  surely,  in  face  of  such  supreme  reward, 
surely  in  face  of  such  surpassing  retribution,  God,  the  Just 
God,  the  Good  God,  the  Merciful  God,  the  God  of  tender 
heart,  the  God  who  loves  to  be  called  by  the  sweet  name 
of  Father — surely  a  Being  so  gracious  has  made  it  plain 
and  easy  for  me  to  find  out  all  divine  revelation,  and  to 
find  it  all  out  in  its  true  meaning.  If  God  had  not  made  it 
thus  easy,  then  certainly  His  yoke  would  not  be  sweet  and 
His  burden  would  not  be  light.  If  He  had  not  made  it 
thus  plain,  then  we  Christians  should  be  without  hope,  and 
being  creatures  of  a  day,  we  should  be  constrained,  as  were 
the  pagans  of  old,  to  cry  out,  "  Let  us  drink  and  make 
merry,  for  to-morrow  we  die."  What,  then,  is  this  plain  and 
easy  way  whereby  we,  the  "  Holy  Nation,"  are  to  interpret 
the  body  of  law  contained  in  that  statute-book  we  call  the 
Bible  ?  Is  it  by  Private  Judgment  ?  Not  so  !  If  Private 
Judgment  cannot  safely  interpret  the  simplest  human  law 
where  only  pounds,  shillings,  and  pence  are  involved,  how 
can  it  safely  interpret  the  whole  body  of  divine  law  where 
eternal  salvation  and  eternal  damnation  are  involved  ? 
Protestantism  has  indeed  attempted  the  task,  and  with  what 
result?  To  the  Protestant  churches  the  Bible,  thus  ex 
pounded,  has  proved,  not  a  hoop  of  steel  to  bind  them 
strongly  together,  but  a  wedge  of  steel  to  rive  them  hope 
lessly  asunder.  God  placed  the  Bible  in  the  guardian 
ship  of  His  infallible  Church,  and  it  has  begotten  the 
closest  union.  Protestantism  placed  the  Bible  in  the  hands 
of  •  fallible  Private  Judgment ;  and  as  St.  Peter  says  with 
startling  plainness  the  "unlearned  and  unstable  have 
wrested  it  to  their  own  destruction."  *  Wherever  and  when 
ever  the  authority  of  the  Roman  See  has  been  renounced, 
there  has  ensued  first,  division,  then  decay,  and  in  time  death. 
*  2  Peter  Hi.  16. 
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As  a  secular  nation  must  have  a  living  voice  of  authority 
to  interpret  human  law,  so,  too,  a  "holy  nation"  must  have 
a  living  voice  of  authority  to  interpret  Divine  Law.  And 
that  voice,  since  it  has  power  to  bind  the  conscience,  must 
be  infallible.  For  if  not  infallible,  it  might  be  wrong ;  and 
thus  there  would  be  room  for  doubt ;  and  with  doubt  there 
is  no  faith,  which  by  definition  is  belief  without  doubt ; 
and  without  faith  there  is  no  salvation.  It  is  therefore  the 
positive  dictate  of  reason,  it  is  the  plain  demand  of  common 
sense,  that  in  the  one  true  Church  of  Christ  there  shall  ever 
be  a  living  and  infallible  judge  to  expound  God's  revelation. 
Who,  then,  is  that  infallible  judge  ?  Thirteen  hundred 
Catholic  prelates  and  two  hundred  and  fifty  million  Catholic 
people  reply  ' '  with  one  mind  and  with  one  mouth,"  that  it  is 
the  Pope,  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  the  Vicar  of  Christ,  the 
Successor  of  St.  Peter,  the  Visible  Head  of  the  Church  of 
God.  But  has  God  also  said  so  ?  He  has,  as  I  shall  now 
prove. 

But,  first  of  all,  what  is  Papal  Infallibility  ? 

By  Papal  Infallibility  I  mean  this :  that  the  Pope  is 
preserved  from  error  by  the  special  assistance  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  whenever  in  the  discharge  of  his  office  of  Pastor  and 
Teacher  of  all  Christians,  he,  by  virtue  of  his  supreme 
authority,  defines  a  doctrine  concerning  faith  or  morals  to  be 
held  by  the  Universal  Church. 

As  to  the  proof  of  this  cardinal  doctrine,  it  is  a  common 
assertion  of  anti-Catholic  controversialists  that  Papal  Infalli 
bility  depends  on  a  single  text  of  Scripture,  and  that,  too,  a 
text  of  doubtful  interpretation.  This,  however,  is  a  com 
plete  misconception.  For  the  Infallibility  of  the  Roman 
Pontiff  may  be  proved  not  only  from  many  passages  of 
Scripture,  but  also  from  tradition.  But  I  shall  here 
confine  myself  to  the  Scripture  proof,  or  rather  to  the 
bare  outlines  of  only  one  part  of  that  proof,  and  yet  I  think 
I  shall  be  able  to  show  that  this  fundamental  dogma,  so  far 
from  depending  on  a  single  text  of  uncertain  interpretation, 
is  supported  by  a  constellation  of  passages  that  taken  singly 
are  convincing,  and  that  taken  together  are  overwhelming. 
Infallibility  is  indeed  the  plain  teaching  of  the  Bible. 
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The  first  link  in  the  chain  of  texts  I  would  ask  you  to 
remember  is  taken  from  St.  John's  Gospel,*  and  it  reads 
thus  : — 

"  And  Andrew,  the   brother  of  Simon,   saith   to  Simon : 

We  have  found  the  Messias.     And  Andrew  brought  Simon  to 

Jesus.     And  Jesus  looking  upon  him  said :   Thou  art  Simon, 

the     son   of  Jona.     THOU    SHALT    BE   CALLED    CEPHAS — 

which  is  interpreted  Peter" 

On  this  significant  passage  I  remark  that  God  has  been 
wont  to  pave  the  way  for  His  chief  institutions  by  an  early 
declaration  of  His  future  intention.  For  example,  the 
Incarnation  was  foretold  long  beforehand  by  the  prophets. 
The  Passion  of  Christ  was  foretold  in  minutest  detail  both 
by  the  prophets  and  by  our  Lord  Himself.  And  in  various 
other  obvious  ways  God  has  prepared  men's  minds  before 
hand  for  a  new  step  in  the  divine  economy.  Now  among 
these  different  ways  one  of  the  most  striking  was  the 
imposition  by  God  of  a  new  name  on  the  person  most 
intimately  concerned.  And  this  new  name  imposed  by 
God  was  not  a  mere  name,  not  a  mere  empty  title ;  it 
was  a  name  full  of  meaning,  a  name  significative  of  the 
orifice  or  dignity  which  the  person  thus  re-named  was 
chosen  by  God  to  fill.  For  example,  the  name  of  Jacob 
was  changed  into  Israel, t  to  express  the  might  with  which 
he  should  prevail  against  men.  The  name  Sarai  was 
changed  into  Sarah,  which  means  "  Queen,"  because  God  had 
chosen  her  to  become  the  mother  of  nations.  J  The  name 
Abram  was  changed  into  Abraham,  which  means  "  Father 
of  a  great  multitude,"  because  God  had  elected  him  to  be 
the  father  of  many  peoples.§  And  of  our  Lord  Himself 
the  angel  said  "Thou  shalt  call  His  name  Jesus" — which 
means  Saviour — "  for  He  shall  save  his  people  from  their 
sins."  ||  In  Scripture  the  imposition  of  a  new  name  was  a 
solemn  sign  that  the  person  thus  re-named  was  entering 
on  a  new  and  conspicuous  position  in  the  divine  economy. 

*  John  i.  42.  t  Gen.  xxxii.  28.  +  Gen.  xvii.  15. 

§  Gen.  xvii.  5.  ||  Matt.  i.  21. 
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Consequently  when  our  Lord;  at  their  very  first  meeting, 
promised  to  change  the  name  of  Simon,  the  fisherman,  into 
that  of  "Cephas" — which  we  translate  "Peter,"  but  which 
means  "  rock  " — we  know  at  once  from  Scripture  usage  that 
Simon  was  thereby  marked  out  and  chosen  by  God  to 
become  hereafter,  in  some  conspicuous  way,  all  that  the 
promised  name  of  Cephas  signified,  the  rock  or  foundation 
of  the  Christian  Church.  And  remark  that  this  name  of 
Cephas,  Peter,  Rock,  designates  also  a  prerogative  of  Christ 
Himself.  Our  Lord  is  several  times  in  Scripture  spoken  of 
as  the  Stone,  the  Rock,  the  Foundation ;  as  when  it  is  said 
of  Him,  "This  is  the  Stone  which  the  builders  rejected, 
which  is  become  the  head  of  the  corner.""*  Hence  the 
promise  to  Simon  of  the  new  name  of  Cephas,  Peter,  Rock, 
meant  this :  that  Simon  in  the  future  was  to  be  endowed 
with  a  prerogative  of  Christ  Himself.  That  prerogative 
was  Supremacy  and  Infallibility. 

It  will  perhaps  help  to  clearness  if  we  explain  that  this 
new  name  of  "Cephas" — or  better,  "Kipho"  or  "Kepha" 
— was  the  exact  word  used  by  our  Lord  in  the  Syro- 
Chaldaic  or  Aramaic  language  which  Christ  spoke.  It 
has  been  translated  into  Greek — the  original  language  of 
the  New  Testament — by  the  Greek  word  "Petros,"  and 
this  word  in  its  turn  has  been  bodily  transferred  into  the 
English  language  as  the  proper  name  "Peter."  The  name, 
however,  means  "Rock,"  and  that  was  the  meaning  in  our 
Lord's  mind.  If,  therefore,  in  reading  the  New  Testament, 
wherever  you  meet  the  name  "  Peter,"  for  him  who  originally 
was  called  Simon  Bar-Jona,  you  substitute  for  "Peter"  the 
word  "Rock,"  you  will  thereby  enter  more  fully  and  more 
clearly  into  our  Lord's  mind  and  meaning. 

n. 

The  second  link  in  my  chain  of  argument  is  taken  from 
St.  Mark,f  and  it  reads  thus  : — 

"  And  Jesus  made  that  twelve  should  be  with  Him  and 
that  He  might  send  them  to  preach.  AND  TO  SIMON  HE 

GAVE    THE    NAME    PETER." 

*  Acts  iv.  ii.  t  Mark  iii.  16. 
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At  our  Lord's  first  meeting  with  Simon,  the  Master  pro 
mised  His  disciple  the  name  of  Cephas,  Peter,  the  Rock. 
More  than  a  twelvemonth  afterwards  that  promise  was 
fulfilled  and  the  new  name  was  imposed.  "  And  to  Simon 
He  gave  the  name  Peter."  I  need  not  dwell  on  this  text 
further  than  to  call  your  attention  to  the  formal,  deliberate, 
and  solemn  manner  in  which  our  Saviour  was  step  by  step 
constituting  Simon,  son  of  John,  to  be  the  Cephas,  Rock, 
or  Foundation,  of  the  Christian  Church;  of  that  Church 
which  was  to  become,  in  St.  Paul's  words,  "  the  pillar  and 
ground  of  the  truth."  During  the  three  years  of  Simon's 
intercourse  with  Jesus,  our  Lord  wras  gradually  fitting  His 
disciple  to  be  the  supreme  and  infallible  mouthpiece  of  the 
Catholic  Church.  For  what  else  but  Supremacy  and  In 
fallibility  is  that  foundation,  that  ground  of  unity,  that 
principle  of  stability,  symbolized  by  St.  Paul  under  the 
metaphor  of  "the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth"? 

in. 

The  third  link  in  our  chain  of  reasoning  is  supplied  by 
St.  Matthew,*  thus: — 

"  And  Jesus  came  into  the  quarters  of  Cesar ea  Philippi, 
and  He  asked  His  disciples,  saying :  Whom  do  men  say  that 
the  Son  of  Man  is  ?  But  they  said :  Some  John  the  Baptist, 
and  otfier  some  Elias,  and  others  Jeremias^  or  one  of  the 
prophets.  Jesus  saith  to  them :  But  whom  do  you  say  that  I 
am  ?  Simon  Peter  answered  and  said :  Thou  art  Christ  the 
Son  of  the  living  God.  And  Jesus  answering  said  to  him: 
Blessed  art  thou^  Simon  Bar-Jojia  (son  of  John],  because 
flesh  and  blood  hath  not  revealed  it  to  thee,  but  my  Father 
who  is  in  heaven.  AND  I  SAY  TO  THEE  THOU  ART  PETER 

(ROCK),  AND  UPON  THIS  ROCK  I  WILL  BUILD  MY  CHURCH, 
AND  THE  GATES  OF  HELL  SHALL  NOT  PREVAIL  AGAINST  IT. 

AND  I  WILL  GIVE  TO  THEE  THE  KEYS  OF  THE  KINGDOM 
OF  HEAVEN.  AND  WHATSOEVER  THOU  SHALT  BIND  UPON 
EARTH  IT  SHALL  BE  BOUND  ALSO  IN  HEAVEN.  AND  WHAT 
SOEVER  THOU  SHALT  LOOSE  UPON  EARTH  IT  SHALL  BE 
LOOSED  ALSO  IN  HEAVEN." 

*  Matt.  xvi.  13-19. 
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We  have  seen  already  how  our  Lord  at  His  first  meeting 
with  Simon — even  before  this  disciple  had  uttered  one 
single  word — formally  promised  him  that  significant  name 
of  Cephas,  Peter,  or  Rock,  which  symbolized  the  supreme 
and  infallible  power  which  was  to  be  entrusted  to  him 
and  to  his  successors  to  the  end  of  time.  We  next  saw 
how,  more  than  a  year  afterwards,  that  promise  was  fulfilled 
and  a  new  name  was  bestowed.  In  this  passage  from  St. 
Matthew,  Christ  next  promises  to  bestow  upon  Simon  the 
power  which  that  new  name  of  Peter  signified. 

In  this  classical  passage  it  is  narrated  how  Simon  the 
fisherman  made  a  magnificent  act  of  faith  in  the  Divinity  of 
Jesus,  the  Carpenter  of  Nazareth,  and  how  as  a  reward  our 
Lord  first  confirmed  him  in  his  mystic  name  Peter,  and 
then  went  on  to  make  this  promise,  namely,  to  bestow  upon 
him  at  some  future  time  the  dignity  and  power  which  that 
name  Peter  signified. 

Our  Divine  Master  in  this  passage  uses  the  metaphor  of  a 
house  and  its  foundations,  because  what  a  secure  foundation 
is  to  a  house,  that  Infallibility  is  to  the  Church.  The 
foundation  joins  the  various  parts  of  the  house  into  one 
whole ;  it  gives  them  unity ;  it  gives  them  stability.  Just 
in  the  same  way,  Infallibility  is  the  principle  of  unity  and 
stability  in  the  Church.  As  then  the  rains  may  fall,  and 
the  floods  come,  and  the  winds  blow,  and  they  may  beat 
upon  a  house,  yet  it  will  fall  not  if  built  upon  a  rock ;  so,  in 
like  manner,  the  prince  of  darkness  may  strive  to  corrupt 
the  doctrines  of  the  Church,  and  the  wickedness  of  bad  men 
to  explain  away  her  dogmas,  and  the  unstable  Private  Judg 
ment  of  good  men  to  foist  false  interpretations  upon  her 
faith ;  yet  the  Church  that  is  founded  on  the  rock  of 
Infallibili  y  will  be  stirred  not  by  these  "winds  of  false 
doctrine,"  as  St.  Paul  calls  them.  Under  the  guidance  of 
the  living  and  unerring  voice  of  her  visible  Head,  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  she  will  remain  ever  unshaken — ever  the 
same,  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever — ever  the  same,  un 
changed,  unchanging,  and  unchangeable.  On  the  con 
trary,  a  Church  without  a  living  and  infallible  voice  cannot 
be  other  than  a  theatre  of  clamorous  disorder,  a  mere 
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babel  of  discord  and  disunion.  Void  of  a  principle  of 
stability,  such  a  Church  is  like  a  house  built  upon  a  shifting 
sand,  and  swift  and  sure  shall  be  the  fall  thereof. 

Note  well  that  this  passage  from  St.  Matthew  tells  not  of 
a  gift,  but  of  a  promise  only.  As  the  name  of  Cephas, 
Peter,  Rock,  was  first  promised  and  then  afterwards  by  a 
distinct  act  conferred ;  so,  in  like  manner,  the  Supremacy 
and  Infallibility  which  that  name  signified  were  first  in  this 
passage  promised,  and  then  afterwards  by  a  distinct  act 
conferred.  The  text  interprets  the  mystic  name  of  Peter. 
It  explains  its  meaning.  It  puts  before  us  our  Lord's 
promise  of  Infallibility  to  be  afterwards  conferred  on  Peter, 
the  first  Pope,  and  that,  too,  as  a  reward  for  his  grand  pro 
fession  of  faith.  Christ  says  in  effect  to  His  disciple : 
"  Blessed  art  thou,  Simon,  son  of  John,  because  My  Father 
it  is  who  hath  taught  thee,  through  whose  grace  thou  hast 
made  a  noble  confession  of  My  Divinity.  He  whose  Son  I 
am  hath  revealed  it  unto  thee.  Wherefore  I  say  unto  thee, 
that  as  My  Father  hath  manifested  to  thee  My  dignity,  My 
Godhead,  so  do  I  now  manifest  to  thee  thy  future  dignity, 
thy  Headship  and  Infallibility.  Thou  art  Cephas,  Peter, 
the  Rock.  This  is  the  mystic  name  I  first  promised  thee, 
and  next  conferred  upon  thee,  and  do  now  confirm  unto 
thee.  Moreover,  I  do  now  solemnly  and  unconditionally 
promise  that  hereafter  thou  shalt  become  all  which  that 
name  signifies — the  cause  of  unity,  the  principle  of  stability, 
the  very  foundation-stone  of  My  Church.  It  is  true,  indeed, 
that  I,  the  Christ,  am  that  Church's  visible  Foundation  and 
Head,  so  long  as  I  abide  in  this  world ;  and  in  heaven  I 
shall  ever  remain  its  invisible  Head  and  Foundation.  But 
when  I  am  ascended  to  the  Father,  then  shalt  thou  fill  My 
place  as  the  Church's  visible  Foundation  and  Head,  made 
strong  by  strength  given  to  thee  by  Me,  so  that  hereafter 
the  prerogative  of  Infallibility  which  is  mine  by  right,  shall 
become  thine  by  gift.  Hereafter,  Simon  the  fisherman,  thy 
faith  shall  never  fail,  and  on  thy  infallible  teaching  the 
Christian  Church  shall  immovably  rest  till  time  shall  be 
no  more." 

And  now  you,  my  Catholic  brethren,  may  well  ask  how 
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those  outside  the  Church  manage  to  escape  the  over 
whelming  evidence  of  this  monumental  passage.  They  do 
not  escape  it.  They  try,  indeed,  to  evade  it  by  a  mar 
vellous  explanation  which  the  best  of  their  own  com 
mentators  openly  deride,*  and  at  which  rationalistic  writers 
simply  scoff.  By  the  Rock  on  which  the  Church  is  to  be 
built,  they  understand,  not  Peter,  but  Christ.  Our  Lord, 
they  say,  first  pointing  to  Peter  said,  "Thou  art  Peter,  the 
Rock,"  and  next  pointing  to  Himself,  added,  "  But  upon 
this  Rock,  that  is  Myself,  I  will  build  My  Church  "  !  Now 
could  interpretation  possibly  be  more  unsound?  This 
astounding  piece  of  Biblical  criticism  really  amounts  to 
this : — Peter  makes  a  glorious  profession  of  faith  in  the 
Divinity  of  Christ,  and  to  reward  him  Jesus  says  : 
"Blessed  art  thou,  Simon,  because  of  this  grace  which  My 
Father  hath  given  thee.  Thou  hast  deserved  a  magnificent 
reward.  Wherefore  I  say  unto  thee,  Thou  art  Peter,  the 
Rock.  Do  not,  however,  imagine  that  thy  mystic  name 
means  anything  in  particular.  I  do  not  intend  to  build  My 
Church  on  thee,  the  Rock.  It  is  true  that  I  first  solemnly 
promised,  and  afterwards  with  equal  solemnity  conferred  on 
thee  this  appellation  of  Rock.  But  what  of  that?  As  a 
reward  for  thy  noble  act  of  faith  in  Me,  I  say  unto  thee  : 
Thou  art  the  Rock  whereon  I  shall  NOT  build  My  Church  ! " 
Such  are  the  controversial  straits  to  which  those  are  driven 
who  taunt  Catholics  with  ignorance  of  the  Bible  and  parade 
their  own  superior  knowledge  of  it !  However,  this  Biblical 
sophistry,  like  a  mummy,  crumbles  at  a  touch  into  dust.  It 
disappears  when  you  remember  that  in  the  original  language 
which  our  Lord  spoke,  both  the  word  "Peter"  and  the 
word  "  Rock  "  are  represented  by  one  and  the  same  word, 
"Cephas."  What  our  Lord  did  say  was  this:  "Thou  art 
Cephas,  and  on  this  Cephas  I  will  build  My  Church " ;  or 
better  still,  substituting  the  meaning  of  Cephas  and  Peter, 
"Thou  art  the  Rock  and  on  this  Rock  I  will  build  My 
Church."  In  the  French  version  our  Lord's  mind  is  per 
fectly  expressed  thus  : — "Tu  es  Pierre  et  sur  cette  pierre  je 
batirai  Mon  Eglise." 

*  Cf.  Lecture  VI. 
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Yet  after  all,  some  one  may  say,  is  it  not  Christ  alone 
who  is  the  foundation  of  the  Church  ?  "  Other  foundation," 
says  St.  Paul,  "can  no  man  lay  but  that  which  is  laid; 
which  is  Jesus  Christ."  *  I  answer  this  question  by  asking 
another.  Do  you  mean  the  visible  or  the  invisible  founda 
tion?  It  is  obvious  that  Christ  is  not  now  the  visible 
foundation,  and  it  is  equally  obvious  that  He  is  the 
invisible  foundation.  While  our  Lord  lived  on  earth  He 
was  the  Church's  visible  foundation  :  and  in  heaven  He 
remains  ever  its  invisible  foundation,  communicating  to  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  that  Infallibility  without  which  a  visible 
Church  is  impossible. 

The  Church  as  a  whole  is  partly  visible,  partly  invisible. 
It  is  visible  on  earth.  It  is  invisible  in  purgatory  and  in 
heaven.  Taken  in  this  wide  sense,  therefore,  the  sole  head 
of  the  Church  is  Christ.  But  the  Church  on  earth  in  a  very 
true  sense  is  also  a  body,  a  body  politic.  Moreover,  it  is  a 
visible  body,  and  consequently  it  must  have  a  visible  head. 
To  make  the  Church  a  visible  body  without  a  visible  head 
is  to  turn  it  into  a  monstrosity.  In  the  mind  of  Christ 
there  was  not  only  a  double  but  a  triple  foundation  of 
the  Church.  The  lowest  and  chief  foundation  is  Christ 
Himself,  who  is  so  by  virtue  of  His  Nature :  He  is,  as 
we  may  say,  the  live  rock  which  supports  the  whole  erection. 
The  secondary  foundation  is  Peter,  who  holds  this  position 
not  by  right  of  nature,  but  of  appointment ;  he  is  a  rock  by 
participation  of  Christ's  Infallibility  freely  bestowed  upon 
him.  The  tertiary  foundation  is  that  of  the  Apostles. 
"And  the  walls  of  the  city  had  twelve  foundations,  and  in 
them  the  names  of  the  twelve  apostles  of  the  Lamb."  f 
And  again  :  "  Built  upon  the  foundation  of  the  apostles  and 
prophets,  Jesus  Christ  Himself  being  the  chief  corner 
stone."  \  As  the  primary  foundation,  Christ  is  independent. 
As  the  secondary  foundation,  Peter  is  dependent  on  Christ, 
and  on  Christ  alone.  As  the  tertiary  foundation,  the 
Apostles  are  dependent  both  on  Peter  and  on  Christ. 

Christ,  then,  is  the  invisible  head.  The  Pope  is  the 
visible  head.  Christ  is  principal  and  independent.  The 
*  i  Cor.  iii.  ii.  f  Apoc.  xxi.  14.  +  Ephes.  ii.  20. 
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Pope  is  Christ's  Vicar,  Viceroy,  Plenipotentiary,  Repre 
sentative.  And  I  repeat  that  such  a  representative  is  a 
sheer  necessity.  For  as  the  Church  of  Christ  is  a  visible 
society  of  visible  men,  it  needs  a  visible  ruler  just  as  much 
as  any  other  human  society.  Therefore  the  spiritual  power 
conferred  by  Christ  on  Peter  is  no  more  derogatory  to 
Christ  than  the  temporal  power  conferred  by  the  Queen 
on  the  Viceroy  of  India  is  derogatory  to  the  Queen.  For 
Christ  rules  the  Church  through  His  representative  the 
Pope  far  more  truly  than  the  Queen  rules  India  through 
her  representative  the  Viceroy. 

IV. 

The  fourth  link  in  our  argument  is  supplied  by  St.  Luke's 
Gospel*:  — 

"And  the  Lord  said:    SIMON,   SIMON,   BEHOLD   SATAN 

HATH  DESIRED  TO  HAVE  You,  THAT  HE  MAY  SIFT  You  AS 
WHEAT.  BUT  I  HAVE  PRAYED  FOR  Thee  THAT  Thy 
FAITH  FAIL  NOT.  AND  Thou  BEING  CONVERTED,  CONFIRM 
THY  BRETHREN." 

In  the  great  passage  from  St.  Matthew  which  we  have 
just  studied,  Christ  promised  to  Simon  the  future  gift  of 
Headship  and  Infallibility.  Here  in  St.  Luke,  our  Lord  in 
the  most  striking  manner  confirmed  that  promise.  As  the 
devil  had  once  sought  and  obtained  leave  from  God  to 
tempt  holy  Job,  so  here  again  it  is  narrated  how  he  had 
sought  and  obtained  leave  to  tempt  the  Apostles.  "  Behold 
Satan  hath  desired  to  have  you — you  in  the  plural — you,  all 
of  you,  all  the  Apostles,  that  he  may  sift  you,  all  of  you, 
like  wheat."  Satan  was  about  to  attack  their  faith,  to  draw 
them  if  possible  into  that  worst  of  all  sins,  the  sin  of  un 
belief,  the  sin  of  apostasy.  And  our  Lord,  who  loved  His 
Apostles  so  dearly,  what  protection  in  this  dread  conflict 
with  Satan  does  He  offer  them  ?  Listen  to  His  words : 
"But  I  have  prayed  for  thee"  for  Peter  alone.  Why  but 
for  one?  Why  for  Peter  alone?  The  faith  of  all  was 
about  to  be  assailed,  yet  to  safeguard  them  all  Christ  prays 
but  for  one. 

*  Luke  xxii.  31. 
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"I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith  fail  not."  Now 
realize  what  momentous  issues  depended  on  the  perseverance 
in  the  faith  of  those  twelve  Apostles,  chosen  instruments  as 
they  were  to  carry  the  torch  of  Christianity  through  the 
whole  wide  world,  to  enlighten  the  nations  that  sat  in 
darkness  and  in  the  vale  of  the  shadow  of  death.  Yet  dear 
as  they  were  to  Christ,  precious  as  they  were  to  the  Church, 
Jesus  prays  but  for  Peter  alone.  "  I  have  prayed  for  thee 
that  thy  faith  fail  not."  Why,  then,  for  Peter  alone  ? 
Because  in  praying  for  Peter,  Christ  was  in  the  best 
possible  manner  praying  for  all.  In  securing  Peter,  the 
Rock  and  Foundation,  Christ  was  securing  the  whole  edifice 
built  upon  that  foundation.  Peter's  unshaken  faith  was  to 
keep  their  faith  unshaken.  Peter's  Infallibility  was  to  be 
the  principle  of  stability  to  them.  Peter  after  his  fall  and 
repentance  was  to  be  endowed  with  Infallibility  wherewith 
to  confirm  their  faith  and  the  faith  of  the  whole  world. 
"And  thou  being  converted,  confirm  thy  brethren." 

It  is  objected,  however,  against  this  explanation  that 
hardly  had  our  Lord  uttered  these  words  than  He  went  on 
to  foretell  the  triple  fall  of  Peter  into  deadly  sin  by  a  three 
fold  denial  of  his  Master.  "  I  say  to  thee,  Peter,  the  cock 
shall  not  crow  this  day  till  thou  thrice  deny  Me."  And  it  is 
urged  that  Peter  did  shortly  afterwards  lapse  into  heresy  by 
his  thrice-repeated  declaration  that  he  "  knew  not  the  man." 
Yet  if  Peter  fell  into  heresy  how  could  he  possibly  have 
been  infallible  ?  This  is  a  very  common  objection  against 
Papal  Infallibility,  an  objection  of  which  much  indeed  is 
made  by  opponents.  Yet  it  has  not  the  slightest  trace  of  a 
foundation.  It  is  like  the  baseless  fabric  of  a  vision ;  test 
it  by  facts,  and  like  a  morning  mist  touched  by  the  rising 
sun,  it  vanishes  into  thin  air.  For,  first  of  all,  Peter's  sin, 
deadly  as  it  was,  was  a  sin  not  of  heresy  but  of  cowardice ; 
his  denial  of  Christ  came  from  the  lips  only  and  not  from 
the  heart,  for  he  at  once  went  forth  and  wept  bitterly. 
Secondly,  even  had  his  denial  been  a  sin  of  heresy,  it 
would  not  have  touched  the  question  of  his  infallibility, 
since  he  was  not  speaking  as  Pope ;  he  was  not  speaking 
ex  cathedra,  officially,  judicially;  he  was  not  speaking  as 
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the  Universal  Teacher  addressing  the  whole  body  of  the 
faithful;  he  was  speaking  but  in  his  private  capacity,  to 
which  Infallibility  in  nowise  extends.  Thirdly,  how  could 
this  triple  fall  of  Peter  affect  his  Infallibility,  since  no  one 
acquainted  with  the  alphabet  of  the  subject  maintains  that 
at  this  time  he  was  infallible  ?  Infallibility  had  indeed  been 
promised  him,  but  it  had  not  yet  been  bestowed  upon  him. 
It  was  not  conferred  until  after  Peter's  fall  and  repentance. 
The  promised  Infallibility  was  not  conferred  on  Peter  till 
after  Christ  had  risen  again  from  the  dead. 

This  oft-repeated  objection  arises  from  the  widespread 
confusion  among  non-Catholics  of  Infallibility  with  Impec 
cability.  Our  Protestant  friends  will  persist  in  taking  Papal 
Infallibility  to  mean  that  the  Pope  can  commit  no  sin ;  than 
which  no  opinion  could  be  more  false  or  absurd.  The  Pope 
has  his  confessor,  and  kneels  at  the  feet  of  that  confessor, 
and  confesses  his  sins  in  the  tribunal  of  penance,  just  like 
any  other  member  of  the  Catholic  Church. 


The  fifth  and  last  link  in  this  chain  of  reasoning  is  sup 
plied  by  three  verses  from  St.  John's  Gospel,*  which  run 
thus  :— 

"  When  they  had  dined,  Jesus  saith  to  Simon  Peter:  SIMON, 
SON  OF  JOHN,  LOVEST  THOU  ME  MORE  THAN  THESE  ?  HE 
SAITH  TO  HIM  :  YEA,  LORD,  THOU  KNOWEST  THAT  I  LOVE 
THEE.  HE  SAITH  TO  HIM  :  Feed  My  Lambs. 

11  He  saith  to  him  again:  SIMON,  SON  OF  JOHN,  LOVEST 
THOU  ME  ?  HE  SAITH  TO  HIM  :  YEA,  LORD,  THOU 

KNOWEST   THAT    I    LOVE   THEE.       HE   SAITH    TO     HIM  :    Feed 

My  Lambs. 
'"He  saith  to  him  the  third  time:  SIMON,  SON  OF  JOHN, 

LOVEST  THOU  ME  ?  PETER  WAS  GRIEVED,  BECAUSE  HE  HAD 
SAID  TO  HIM  THE  THIRD  TIME  :  LOVEST  THOU  ME  ?  AND 

HE  SAID  TO  HIM  :  LORD,  THOU  KNOWEST  ALL  THINGS. 
THOU  KNOWEST  THAT  I  LOVE  THEE.  HE  SAID  TO  HIM  : 
Feed  My  Sheep" 

*  Johnxxi.  15-17. 
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With  the  four  great  dogmatic  texts  which  we  have  now 
studied  my  argument  might  end.  For  having  shown  you 
that  our  Lord,  in  the  most  unconditional  manner,  had  pro 
mised  Peter  the  future  gift  of  Supremacy  and  Infallibility,  I 
have  in  reality  proved  that  gift.  For  the  unconditional  pro 
mises  of  Jesus  Christ  are  not  recalled,  neither  do  they  fail  of 
their  effect. 

However,  even  with  this  last  step  in  the  argument  Holy 
Scripture  explicitly  provides  us.  Before,  however,  sketching 
out  the  outlines  of  the  proof,  three  preliminary  observations 
will  help  to  clear  the  way. 

It  is  interesting  to  notice  that  as  Peter  had  thrice  in  public 
denied,  and  emphatically  denied,  Christ,  so  he  is  now  re 
quired  thrice  in  public  to  profess,  and  emphatically  to  pro 
fess,  his  love,  his  exceeding  love,  for  Christ.  By  this 
profession  St.  Peter  stands  out  pre-eminent  above  the  other 
Apostles.  As  in  St.  Matthew,  it  is  narrated  how  Peter 
made  a  sublime  and  surpassing  act  of  faith  in  Christ,  so 
here  in  St.  John  it  is  narrated  how  Peter  made  a  sublime 
and  surpassing  act  of  love  of  Christ.  Such  faith  and  such 
love  were,  of  course,  extraordinary  supernatural  gifts  of  God, 
amazing  graces  bestowed  on  Peter  in  that  greater  measure 
which  corresponded  to  the  greater  excellence  of  his  exalted 
office. 

We  may  further  note  that,  as  told  by  St.  Matthew,  our 
Lord  had  first  likened  Himself  to  a  Builder  and  His  Church 
to  a  House  built  by  Himself,  whereof  Peter  was  laid  as  the 
visible  foundation  ;  and  in  a  second  metaphor  had  compared 
Himself  to  a  King,  and  His  Church  to  a  Kingdom,  whereof 
the  Viceroyalty — under  the  symbol  of  the  Keys — He  en 
trusted  to  Peter;  so  here,  as  told  by  St.  John,  our  Lord 
likens  Himself  to  a  Good  Shepherd,  and  His  Church  to  a 
flock  of  sheep,  the  guidance  of  which  He  commits  to  Peter 
as  Head  Shepherd  under  Himself.  As  Christ'is  the  Shep 
herd  -  King,  like  David  his  prototype,  so  Peter  is  the 
Shepherd-Prince  commissioned  by  the  King  to  feed  the 
whole  flock.  Again,  in  a  flock  the  lambs  are  under  the 
immediate  charge  of  their  natural  parents  the  sheep,  as  all 
the  sheep  are  under  the  rule  of  the  one  shepherd.  So  like- 
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wise  in  the  Church  the  laity  are  under  the  immediate  charge 
of  their  spiritual  parents  the  bishops,  as  all  bishops  are  under 
the  rule  of  the  one  Supreme  Shepherd  the  Pope.  The 
bishops  are  the  sheep,  the  laity  are  the  lambs.  The 
bishops  indeed  have  charge  of  the  laity,  each  in  his  own 
diocese  ;  but  Peter  has  charge  of  all  dioceses,  and  rules 
both  bishops  and  laity.  The  bishops  are  themselves  Fathers 
and  Pastors  ;  but  the  Pope  is  the  Father  of  Fathers  and  the 
Pastor  of  Pastors.  The  Church  of  Christ  is  one  flock,  and 
the  principle  of  unity  of  that  vast  flock  is  the  one  Supreme 
Shepherd,  who  is  to  feed  not  the  lambs  only  but  the  sheep 
also.  "  Feed  my  lambs  ;  feed  my  sheep." 

Moreover,  it  should  be  remarked  that  though  in  our  Eng 
lish  translation  the  word  ;'  Feed  "  is  thrice  used,  still  in  the 
original  Greek  in  the  first  and  third  verses  the  reading  is 
J3oske,  which  means  "  Feed,"  but  in  the  second  verse  it  is 
Poimainey  which  means  "  Shepherd,  have  charge  over, 
rule  over,  govern  as  a  shepherd  governs  his  flock."  This 
figure  of  speech  is  a  very  ancient  one.  In  the  poems  of 
Homer,  written  probably  about  a  thousand  years  before 
Christ,  the  famous  King  and  mighty  Suzerain  of  minor 
kings,  Agamemnon,  is  repeatedly  styled  the  Poimen-Laon 
or  "Shepherd  of  the  Folk,"  or  "Folk-herd,"  as  an  alter 
native  and  equivalent  expression  for  "the  Royal,  the  Wide- 
ruling,  the  Mighty  Marshal  of  the  people."  The  same  word 
is  also  used  in  Greek  for  the  captain,  or  ruler,  of  a  ship.* 
The  same  metaphor  is  common,  too,  in  Holy  Writ.  St. 
Peter,f  for  example,  calls  Christ  the  "Chief  Shepherd,  the 
Prince  of  Pastors."  Consequently  in  this  classical  text  from 
St.  John  the  Shepherd  is  the  Ruler,  the  Sheep  and  Lambs 
are  under  the  leadership  of  that  Ruler.  The  Sheep  stand 
in  relation  of  rulers  to  the  Lambs,  but  of  ruled  to  the  Shep 
herd.  The  sheep  provide  food  to  the  lambs,  but  they  them 
selves  look  for  food  to  the  Shepherd. 

Having  premised  these  notes  of  explanation  we  can  now 
continue  our  exposition  of  the  argument.  WTe  say,  then,  that 
in  this  famous  passage  from  St.  John,  Christ  confers  Infalli- 

*  vawv  Troj/itVes,  "  the  Shepherds  cf  Ships/'  Aesch.  Supp,  767. 
t  I  Pet   v.  4. 
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bility  both  on  Peter  and  on  his  Successors,  the  Bishop  of 
Rome,  till  the  end  of  time. 

First  of  all  our  Lord  here  confers  Infallibility  on  Peter. 
Christ,  the  Good  Shepherd,  entrusts  the  sheep  and  lambs 
of  His  fold,  the  prelates  and  people  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  to  Peter,  that  he  may  feed  them  with  the  word  of 
true  doctrine.  For  in  Scriptural  language  the  food  where 
with  Peter  is  bidden  to  feed  the  sheep  and  lambs  is  the  true 
doctrine  revealed  of  God.  That  is  the  force  of  the  metaphor 
here  employed  by  our  Lord,  a  metaphor  which  the  Saviour 
was  pleased  often  to  employ.  He  calls  Himself  the  Shep 
herd  :  "  I  am  the  Good  Shepherd."  He  calls  His  bishops 
His  sheep ;  He  calls  His  people  His  lambs.  He  calls  the 
Church  His  Sheepfold :  "There  shall  be  one  fold."  And 
He  calls  the  word  revealed  by  God  the  food,  the  spiritual 
food,  wherewith  the  souls  of  the  flock  are  to  be  fed  unto  life 
everlasting.  You  find  this  metaphor  very  plainly  expressed 
in  the  prophet  Jeremias,*  where  God  says :  "  I  will  give 
you  shepherds  according  to  My  own  heart,  and  they  shall 
feed  you  with  knowledge  and  with  doctrine"  Hence  the  ex 
pression,  "  Feed  My  sheep,  feed  My  lambs,"  is  Christ's 
metaphor  for  "  Teach  the  bishops  and  people  of  My  Church 
My  doctrine."  Now  this  solemn  duty  here  imposed  on 
Peter  to  teach,  necessarily  of  course  implies  a  corresponding 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  faithful  to  accept  that  teaching. 
And  if  the  faithful  are  bound  to  accept  that  teaching,  then 
such  teaching  must  be  infallible.  For  how  could  Christ 
bind  the  faithful,  under  pain  of  eternal  damnation,  to  accept 
Peter's  teaching  unless  it  were  infallible?  "He  that  be- 
lieveth  not  shall  be  damned."  f  How  could  our  Lord,  in 
very  reason,  bind  the  world  under  penalty  of  everlasting  fire 
to  submit  to  a  teacher  who,  if  not  infallible,  might  at  any 
time  be  teaching,  not  pure  truth,  but  abominable  error? 
For  had  Peter  not  been  infallible,  assuredly  he  would  have 
led  the  flock  of  Christ — as  the  hireling  shepherds  are  lead 
ing  them  now — not  into  the  fair  and  fertile  pastures  of  a 
pure  faith,  but  into  a  wilderness  of  noxious  heresies.  Had 
Peter  not  been  infallible,  he  would  have  fed  the  flock  of 

*  Jeremias  iii.  15.  f  Mark  xvi.  16. 
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Christ,  not  with  truth,  but  with  error.  Or  rather,  he  would 
not  have  fed,  he  would  have  poisoned  them.  Had  Peter 
not  been  infallible,  he  would  have  taught  error,  and  thus 
Christ's  promises  would  have  failed  that  "  the  gates  of  hell 
should  not  prevail  against  the  Church,"  and  that  "the 
Spirit  of  Truth  should  abide  with  her  for  ever."  A  fallible 
Church  could  never  be  "  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth." 
The  commission  here  given  to  Peter  to  feed  the  flock  of 
Christ  implies  Infallibility  as  the  essential  condition  of  its 
execution  and  fulfilment. 

Such  in  barest  outline  is  the  Scripture  argument,  drawn 
from  the  five  classical  Petrine  texts,  in  proof  of  St.  Peter's 
Infallibility.     We  have  seen   how  Christ  first  promised  to 
Simon  the  Fisherman  the  significant  name  of  Rock  ;  how, 
in  the  second   place,  He  conferred  on  Simon  that  mystic 
name ;  how,  in  the  third  place,  He  promised  to  Simon  the 
future  Authority  and  Infallibility  which  that  name  signified  ; 
how,  in   the  fourth   place,  He  solemnly  repeated  and  con 
firmed  that  promise,  and  declared  that  Simon  should  be  the 
Confirmer  of  his  brethren ;  and  how,  in  the  fifth  and  last 
place,  by  a  most  solemn  act,  He,  a  little  before  His  Ascen 
sion,  bestowed  on  Simon  the  Supreme  Authority  and  Infalli 
bility  for  which  he  had  been  so  elaborately  prepared.    Such, 
I  say,  is,  in  briefest  outline,  one  small  part  of  one  out  of 
many  Biblical  proofs  of  Papal  Infallibility.    Yet  mere  sketch 
as  it  is,  would  any  fair-minded  person  question  its  cogency  ? 
However,  it  is  sometimes  objected  by  non-Catholics  that, 
plausible  as  this  proof  is,  nevertheless  it  is  new.     The  objec 
tion   is  groundless.     This    interpretation    of  these   Petrine 
texts  is  as  old  as   Christianity  itself,  as  a  few  quotations 
culled  as  mere  specimens  from  the  Fathers  and  the  Councils 
will  prove. 

Tertullian,  A.D.  195,*  says  : — "  Was  anything  hidden  from 
Peter,  who  is  called  the  Rock  whereon  the  Church  was  to  be 
built?" 

Origen,  A.D.  216, t  says: — "To  Peter  was  the  Supreme 
Power  to  feed  the  Sheep  delivered,  and  upon  Peter,  as  on 
the  earth,  the  Church  was  founded." 

*  De  Prcescrip.  Hceret.  c.  zz.  t  In  Epist.  ad  Rom.,  v.  10. 
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St.  Cyprian,  A.D.  248,*  says: — "There  is  one  Church, 
founded  by  the  Lord  Christ  upon  Peter''1  And  again,  f 
"  Peter  to  whom  the  Lord  commends  His  Sheep  to  be  fed 
and  guarded,  on  whom  He  placed  and  founded  the 
Church." 

St.  Chrysostom,  A.D.  387,+  says: — "Peter,  the  Head  of 
the  Apostles,  the  First  in  the  Church  :  and  when  I  name 
Peter  I  name  that  Unbroken  Rock,  that  Firm  Foundation, 
the  Great  Apostle,  the  First  of  the  Disciples."  And  again,§ 
commenting  on  those  words  of  the  Acts,  "/«  those  days 
Peter  rose  up  in  the  midst  of  tJie  disciples,"  St.  Chrysostom 
says: — "  As  entrusted  by  Christ  with  the  flock  ....  Peter 
first  acts  with  authority  as  having  all  power  put  into  his 
hands ;  for  to  him  Christ  had  said,  '  And  thou  being  con 
verted,  confirm  thy  brethren?"  And  again  :||  "And  why, 
passing  by  the  others,  does  Christ  converse  with  Peter? 
Because  Peter  was  the  Chosen  one  of  the  Apostles,  the 
Mouth  of  the  Disciples,  the  Leader  of  the  Choir.  On  this 
account  Paul  also  went  up  on  a  time  to  see  Peter  rather 
than  the  others.  And  withal,  to  show  him  that  he  must 
have  confidence,  as  the  denial  was  done  away  with,  He  puts 
into  his  hands  the  Presidency  over  his  brethren.  And  he 
brings  not  forward  that  denial,  neither  does  He  reproach 
him  with  the  past,  but  says  to  him,  *  Jf  thou  love  Me  rule  over 
the  brethren '  .  .  .  .  and  the  third  time  He  gives  Him  the 
same  injunction,  showing  at  what  a  price  He  sets  the  Presi 
dency  over  His  own  Sheep.  And  if  any  one  should  say, 
'  How,  then,  did  James  receive  the  throne  of  Jerusalem  ? ' 
this  I  would  answer,  that  Christ  appointed  Peter  Teacher, 
not  of  that  throne,  but  of  the  world" 

And  not  the  Fathers  only,  but  the  Councils  also  confirm 
this  sense. 

The  General  Council  of  Ephesus,  A.D.  431,11  by  the  mouth 
of  the  Legate  Philip,  called  Peter  "the  Pillar  of  the  Faith, 
the  Foundation  of  the  Catholic  Church"  And  again,**  the 

*  Epist.  70  ad  Januar.  t  De  Habitu  Virg.,  n.  10. 

%Hom.  de  P<znit.,  n.  4.  §  Horn.  III.  in  Act.  Apost.,  n.  i  -3. 

||  Horn.  III.  in  Aft.  If  Labbe,  iii.  p.  625. 
**  Labbe,  iii.  pp.  619  and  625. 
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Council  styled  Peter  "  The  Blessed  Peter,  the  Head  of  the 
whole  Faith,  and  even  of  the  Apostles";  "The  Prince  and 
Head  of  the  Apostles." 

The  General  Council  of  Chalcedon,  A.D.  451,*  called 
Peter  "  the  Rock  and  Foundation  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
and  support  of  the  orthodox  faith." 

Moreover,  the  argument  developed  in  these  Lectures  proves 
the  gift  of  Infallibility  to  have  been  conferred  not  on  Peter 
only  but  also  on  Peter's  successors.  For  the  prerogative  of 
Infallibility  in  Peter  was  not  a  personal  but  an  official  gift. 
It  was  bestowed  on  Peter,  not  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Church.  It  was  attached  to  his  office. 
For  just  as  the  Church  from  the  beginning  is  morally  one 
Body,  so  also  the  Popes  who  are  the  Head  of  that  Body  are 
morally  one  Head.  Hence  when  Peter's  office  passed  on  to 
his  successors  the  Infallibility  which  accompanied  that  office 
also  passed  on  to  his  successors.  And  that  such  was  the 
intention  of  our  Lord  is  obvious  even  from  a  superiicial  con 
sideration  of  the  classical  texts  already  quoted.  For  if  we 
consider  again  the  metaphor  of  the  Rock  or  Foundation  by 
which  in  St.  Matthew  Infallibility  was  symbolized,  it  is  plain 
that  the  foundation  of  a  building  must  last  at  least  as  long 
as  the  building  itself ;  and  as  that  building  we  call  the 
Church  will  last  to  the  end  of  time,  so  also  must  the  gift  of 
personal  infallibility  which  is  its  foundation  remain  _  with 
Peter,  in  his  successors,  till  the  end  of  time.  Again,  in  St. 
Luke,  the  solemn  duty  imposed  on  Peter  of  infallibly  con 
firming  his  brethren  in  the  faith,  must  endure  for  Peter  in 
his  successors,  so  long  as  there  remain  brethren  to  be  con 
firmed,  that  is,  to  the  end  of  time.  Once  again,  turning  to 
St.  John  and  to  our  Lord's  metaphor  of  feeding  the  flock, 
it  is  clear  that  the  task  there  imposed  on  Peter  of  infallible 
teaching  must  continue  with  St.  Peter,  in  his  successors,  so 
long  as  there  remains  a  flock  to  be  fed,  that  is,  to  the  end  of 
time.  And  as  with  Peter  so  with  Peter's  successors ;  if  a 
Pope  as  Pope  could  ever  fail,  the  promises  of  Christ  would 
fail  also,  the  gates  of  hell  would  prevail,  the  Spirit  of  Truth 
would  not  abide  in  the  Church  for  ever,  the  Church  would 
*  Labbe,  iv.  p.  425. 
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?wt  be  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth.  Nay,  I  go  further, 
and  I  say  that  if  the  gift  of  Infallibility  was  necessary  to 
Peter  himself  for  the  preservation  of  unity  in  the  infant 
Church  which  numbered  comparatively  few  souls,  unspeak 
ably  more  necessary  must  that  gift  be  to  Peter,  in  his  suc 
cessors,  for  the  preservation  of  unity  in  the  adult  Church, 
which  numbers  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  millions  of 
every  age  and  race  and  nation  under  the  sun. 

There  must,  therefore,  always  be  somewhere  in  the  true 
Church  a  successor  of  St.  Peter  who  is  supreme  and  infal 
lible.  Who  is  that  supreme  and  infallible  successor?  Can 
he  be  determined  or  not?  If  not,  then  Christ  the  God  of 
infinite  wisdom  has  appointed  for  His  Church  a  supreme 
ruler  and  infallible  mouthpiece  that  can  nowhere  be  found. 
If  not,  then  contrary  to  the  express  promise  of  Christ,  the 
visible  Head  of  the  Church  has  vanished  utterly  from  the 
Church  !  Who,  I  ask  again,  is  that  infallible  successor  ? 
From  the  earliest  times  the  great  Fathers  and  Councils  of 
the  Church  in  a  long  list  have  declared  that  successor  to  be 
the  Bishop  of  Rome.  For  nineteen  centuries  the  Catholic 
world  has  declared  that  successor  to  be  the  Bishop  of  Rome. 
For  nineteen  hundred  years  the  Bishop  of  Rome  has  claimed 
to  be  that  successor,  and  none  other  has  made  that  claim. 
If,  then,  the  Bishop  of  Rome  be  not  Peter's  successor,  who 
is  ?  No  one  can  answer  that  question.  From  the  beginning 
of  Christianity  even  until  the  present  day  the  government  of 
the  whole  Church  by  the  Pope  has  existed,  and  at  this  hour 
exists,  as  the  only  form  of  true  ecclesiastical  government 
which  is  realized  as  a  substantive  fact.  The  Eastern 
Churches  are  under  the  heel  of  Sultan  or  of  Czar.  The 
Anglican  Establishment  hardly  makes  a  pretence  of  obedi 
ence ;  for  unity  of  government  and  doctrine  it  has  sub 
stituted  "  Comprehension  "  and  "  Compromise  "  ;  and  its 
rulers  can  but  offer  vague  opinions  and  discordant  views, 
while  they  differ  among  themselves,  and  are  disregarded  by 
the  people.  Therefore,  if  evidence  means  anything  at  all, 
the  Pope  of  Rome  has  been  in  the  past,  is  now,  and  will  be 
to  the  end  of  the  world,  the  infallible  mouthpiece  of  the 
Catholic  Church.  Thus  only  is  our  Lord's  promise  ful- 
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filled:  "  THE  GATES  OF  HELL  SHALL  NEVER  PREVAIL  AGAINST 
THE  CHURCH."*  Thus  only  is  our  Lord's  promise  ful 
filled  :  "  THE  HOLY  GHOST,  THE  SPIRIT  OF  TRUTH,  SHALL 

ABIDE    IN    THE    CHURCH    FOR    EVER."  f       Thus    Only    IS     OUr 

Lord's  promise  fulfilled :    "  BEHOLD  I  AM  WITH  YOU  ALL 

DAYS,    EVEN    TO    THE    END  OF  THE  WORLD."  \       Thus    Only  is 

the  assertion  of  St.  Paul  verified  that  the  true  Church  is 
"THE  PILLAR  AND  GROUND  OF  THE  TRUTH."  § 

*  Matt.  xvi.  18.  t  John  xiv.  16  ;  xv.  26. 

J  Matt,  xxviii.  20.  §  i  Tim.  iii.  15. 


LECTURE  VI. 

OBJECTIONS  ANSWERED. 

Man  might  be  defined  as  a  teachable  animal.  By  nature 
we  are  glad  to  learn  of  those  who  are  able  to  teach  us.  We 
willingly  go  to  the  barrister  for  law,  to  the  physician  for 
medicine,  to  the  soldier  for  tactics.  Why,  then,  does  the 
layman  prefer  to  teach  himself  theology  ? 

Again,  man,  as  a  rule,  does  not  dogmatize  on  subjects  he 
is  ignorant  of.  The  physician  does  not  expound  law,  nor 
the  lawyer  tactics,  nor  the  soldier  medicine.  Why,  then,  does 
the  layman  dogmatize  on  theology  ? 

What  would  be  thought  of  the  tailor  who  assailed  modern 
principles  of  Fortification  ?  or  of  the  shoemaker  who  sneered 
at  the  legal  doctrine  of  Contingent  Remainders?  or  of  the 
mechanic  who  scoffed  at  medical  theories  of  Allopathy  or 
Homoeopathy  ?  Then  what  should  be  thought  of  the  lay 
man  who  dictates  theology  to  the  theologian  ? 

Is  it  that  law,  and  medicine,  and  tactics  are  hard,  but  that 
theology  is  easy,  to  understand  ?  Quite  the  reverse  !  It  is 
possible  to  master  law,  or  medicine,  or  tactics,  but  no  man 
with  any  grasp  of  theology  ever  pretended  to  have  mastered 
theology.  Not  only  does  this  science  comprise  an  immense 
body  of  positive  knowledge,  but  it  also  presupposes  an 
adequate  acquaintance  with  metaphysics  the  most  subtle  and 
profound.  Nearly  every  controverted  question  in  theology, 
when  argued  out,  is  found  to  end  in  a  metaphysical  discus 
sion.  And  metaphysics,  of  course,  are  beyond  the  intel 
lectual  horizon  of  the  untaught. 
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Now  are  these  truths,  obvious  as  they  seem,  always  real 
ized  by  the  amateur  disputant  in  theology  ?  There  can  be 
no  objection  to  discussions  in  theology  when  carried  on  in 
a  proper  tone  and  with  proper  method.  But  it  is  a  mistake 
to  suppose  that  Protestantism  has  given  its  supporters,  not 
only  Private  Judgment,  but  also  Private  Understanding  of 
any  and  every  theological  topic  in  dispute.  In  a  learner 
modest  enquiry  is  admirable,  but  peremptory  self-assertive- 
ness  is  disedifying.  For  it  is  well  to  learn  before  you 
begin  to  teach.  It  was  said  of  Socrates  of  old  by  the 
Delphic  Oracle,  that  he  was  the  wisest  of  men,  because  of 
all  men  he  was  most  conscious  of  his  ignorance.  The  know 
ledge  of  ignorance  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom. 

These  reflections  have  been  caused  by  the  hot  contro 
versialists  eager  for  battle,  who  during  the  delivery  of  the 
foregoing  discourses  have  been,  in  pulpit  and  press,  angrily 
tilting  at  me  and  at  the  Church  of  which  I  am  a  minister. 
They  have  abused  the  Pope.  They  have  lectured  me. 
They  have  censured  the  Catholic  Church.  They  have 
scoffed  at  Councils.  They  have  sat  in  judgment  on  the 
Fathers.  They  have  approved  the  Bible  where  they  think 
it  right,  and  condemned  the  Bible  where  they  think  it 
wrong.  They  have  dogmatized  on  the  point  and  off  the 
point.  And  lastly,  they  have  ended  by  quarrelling  among 
themselves.  Seeking  to  prove  against  me  that  Infallibility  is 
unnecessary,  and  that  Protestants  have  just  as  much  unity 
as  Catholics,  they  have  fallen  foul  of  cne  another  on  Bap 
tismal  Regeneration.  What  an  object  lesson  !  Half  of  them 
were  of  opinion  that  Baptismal  Regeneration  is  mere  super 
stition,  so  that  according  to  them  a  man  may  be  a  Pro 
testant  without  even  being  a  Christian. 

Some  of  the  more  relevant  objections  I  now  propose  to 
touch  on. 

I.  ARE  PROTESTANTS  IN  SCHISM  AND  HERESY  ? 

Exception  has  been  taken  to  my  assertion  that  Protestants, 
Anglican  or  otherwise,  are  all  to  a  man  in,  at  least  material, 
schism  and  heresy.  I  reply  that  a  schismatic  is  one  who 
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denies  the  authority  and  disobeys  the  teaching  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  and  all  Protestants,  as  such,  fall  under  that  defini 
tion.  I  reply  that  a  heretic  is  one  who  denies  a  doctrine 
revealed  by  God  and  proposed  by  the  Church,  and  all  Pro 
testants,  as  such,  fall  under  that  definition.  But  I  do  not 
deny  that  Protestants,  from  the  Protestant  point  of  view,  are 
neither  in  schism  nor  in  heresy.  Nay,  I  positively  affirm 
that  for  Protestants,  on  Protestant  principles,  schism  and 
heresy  are  words  without  a  meaning.  For  what  does  the 
Protestant  axiom  of  "The  Bible  and  only  the  Bible"  mean? 
Merely  this:  "My  interpretation  of  the  Bible  and  not 
yours."  Merely  this :  "  Myself  and  only  Myself."  Each 
individual  is  a  law  to  himself.  Each  Protestant  is  his  own 
authority.  No  Protestant,  therefore,  on  Protestant  principles, 
can  ever  be  in  schism  ;  for  schism  means  "  a  splitting  off," 
and  no  man  can  split  off  from  himself.  Each  Protestant  is 
a  Church  in  himself,  and  thus  he  cannot  be  in  schism  as 
regards  his  Church.  Again,  no  Protestant  as  such  can  be  a 
heretic.  Why  not  ?  Because  heresy  is  a  denial  of  revealed 
truth,  but  whatever  a  Protestant  trows,  that/or  him  is  the  truth. 
To  him  religious  truth  is  subjective  only  and  not  objective. 
On  Protestant  principles  a  doctrine  is  in  the  Bible  or  not  in 
the  Bible,  according  as  the  individual  thinks  it  is  in  or  is  not 
in  the  Bible;  so  that  for  an  Anabaptist,  the  doctrine  of 
Baptism  is  not  in  the  Bible,  and  thus  he  would  be  a  heretic 
if  he  affirmed  it  to  be  in  the  Bible ;  for  the  High  Anglican 
the  doctrine  of  Baptism  is  in  the  Bible,  and  thus  he  would 
be  a  heretic  if  he  denied  it  to  be  in  the  Bible.  On  Protest 
ant  principles  two  individuals,  A  and  B,  may  be  perfectly 
orthodox  though  their  doctrines  are  simply  contradictory; 
but  if  A  held  B's,  and  B  held  A's  opinion,  both  would  be  in 
heresy  !  If  heresy  and  schism  are  to  be  thus  understood  I 
freely  confess  that  Protestants  are  contaminated  by  neither. 
It  may  thus  be  a  comfort  to  Protestants  to  hear  that  there 
is  no  such  thing  as  heresy.  But,  then,  if  there  is  no  heresy 
there  is  no  truth ;  for  heresy  is  the  denial  of  truth. 
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II.  ARE  ANGLICANS  CATHOLICS? 

Again,  I  have  been  asked  why  I  persist  in  calling  Anglicans 
Protestant  instead  of  Catholic.  My  reason  is  that  I  like  to 
call  a  spade  a  spade.  Anglicans  are  Protestant  and  are  not 
Catholic.  They  are  no  more  Catholic  than  a  triangle  is  a 
square.  Their  own  newspapers  call  them  Protestant ;  for 
example,  "The  English  Churchman,  a  Protestant  Family 
Newspaper."  Their  own  bishops  call  them  Protestant,  as 
everyone  is  aware.  Said  Dr.  Ryle  of  Liverpool  in  a  charge 
to  his  clergy  in  1890:  "The  Protestantism  of  this  country 
is  gradually  ebbing  away."  One  of  the  last  utterances  of 
the  late  Archbishop  Benson  was  to  describe  the  Anglican 
Establishment  as  "  Catholic,  Apostolic,  Reformed,  and  Pro 
testant."  *  The  head  of  the  Establishment  admits  it  to  be 
"Reformed  and  Protestant";  why  then  complain  of  me 
when  I  follow  so  authoritative  an  example?  If  his  Grace 
chose  to  add  that  his  Church  was  not  only  Protestant,  but 
also  Catholic,  we  can  only  exclaim  with  Theseus  in  Mid 
summer  Nighfs  Dream  :  "  Merry  and  tragical !  Tedious  and 
brief !  Hot  ice  and  jet  snow  !  How  shall  we  find  the  concord 
of  this  discord  ?  "  English  dictionaries  call  Anglicans  Pro 
testant  ;  the  Imperial  Dictionary  defines  "Protestant"  as 
"  the  name  now  applied  generally  to  those  Christian  denomi 
nations  that  differ  from  the  Church  of  Rome."  Archbishop 
Laud,  a  High  Anglican,  in  his  dying  speech  said  :  "  I  hold 
the  King  to  be  a  sound  Protestant  according  to  the  religion 
by  law  established."  f  Bishop  Bramhall,  the  author  of  several 
tracts  on  Protestant  orders,  %  takes  it  for  granted,  in  his 
answer  to  M.  de  la  Milletiere,  that  "  the  English  Protestants 
were  not  the  authors  of  the  separation,"  and  again:  "The 
title  (of  Head  of  the  Church)  was  laid  aside  by  Protestants." 
Fuller  says  of  Bishop  Cosin,  a  typical  High  Churchman,  that 
"he  was  the  Atlas  of  the  Protestant  religion,"  and  that  "he 
confined  himself  when  in  Paris  to  the  Church  of  old  English 
Protestants  there."  At  the  Hampton  Court  Conference  the 

*  See  Church  Times,  Sept.  25,  1896. 

t  Life  of  Laud,  by  a  Romish  Recusant,  p.  463. 

till.  5,  V.  6. 
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Bishops  declared  that  the  Liturgy  had  been  so  drawn  up 
that  both  Romanists  and  Protestants  could  join  in  it.  More 
over  the  Coronation  Oath  taken  by  the  English  Sovereign, 
Supreme  Head  of  the  English  Church  and  Defender  of  the 
Faith,  runs  thus : — "  I  promise  to  maintain  the  Protestant 
Reformed  Religion  established  by  law." 

Now,  I  do  not  see  how,  in  view  of  these  facts,  Anglicans 
can  claim  to  be  called  Catholic  or  can  object  to  be  called 
Protestant.  The  Church  whose  circumference  engirdles  the 
earth,  but  whose  centre  is  in  Rome,  is  alone  Catholic,  which 
means  Universal.  As  St.  Augustine  *  said  of  the  heretics  of 
his  time  : — "  Whether  they  will  or  not,  if  they  wish  to  be 
understood,  they  cannot  call  our  Church  by  any  name  but 
the  Catholic  Church,  because  it  is  known  by  this  name 
throughout  the  entire  world."  And  so  now  if  any  High 
Anglican  should  hire  a  cab  and  ask  to  be  taken  to  a  Catholic 
Church,  does  any  one  suppose  he  would  be  driven  to  a 
church  of  the  Establishment  ?  It  suggests,  indeed,  strange 
reflections  that  Anglicans  should  thus  have  grown  so  heartily 
ashamed  of  such  party  watchwords  as  "  Protestant,"  "  glori 
ous  Reformation,"  "Good  Queen  Bess,"  and  "the  Virgin 
Queen  "  ! 

Nor  is  this  a  question  merely  of  civility  or  of  sentiment. 
Anglicans  would  usurp  the  name  "Catholic,"  because  they 
want  to  identify  the  Establishment — which  for  ages  made  it 
death  to  be  a  Catholic  priest,  death  to  harbour  a  Catholic 
priest,  death  to  celebrate  the  Catholic  Mass,  death  to  be 
reconciled  to  the  Catholic  Church — with  the  ancient  Catholic 
Church  of  England.  And  for  another  reason,  too,  they  want 
to  be  called  Catholic.  Disestablishment  implies  Disendow- 
ment.  When,  therefore,  Disestablishment  comes  up  again 
the  question  will  be  asked,  "To  whom  does  the  vast  Church 
property  belong  ?  "  And  Anglicans  will  answer  :  "It  was  a 
free  gift  to  Catholics.  We  are  Catholics.  Therefore  it  is 
ours."  But  the  retort  is  obvious  : — "  It  was  a  free  gift  to 
Catholics.  You  are  not  Catholics.  Therefore  it  is  not 
yours."  If  the  State  had  a  right  to  appropriate  that  property 
in  the  sixteenth  century,  it  has  the  same  right  in  the  nineteenth 
*  De  Vera  Relig.,  c.  7~lz. 
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century.  If  it  has  not  the  right  in  the  nineteenth  century, 
neither  had  it  in  the  sixteenth.  In  neither  case  does  church 
property  belong  to  Anglicans. 

III.   ARE  CATHOLICS  INTELLECTUAL  BONDSMEN  ? 

Again,  two  other  classes  of  disputants  urge  against  us  these 
contradictory  objections,  on  the  one  hand,  that  Catholics  are 
mental  slaves  because  they  bow  before  the  decisions  of  In 
fallibility  ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  that  they  exercise  their 
private  judgment  just  as  much  as  Protestants.  At  least  both 
objections  cannot  be  true.  And  both  are  founded  on  a  mis 
apprehension  of  terms.  As  to  the  former  objection,  it  is 
true  that  every  discovery  of  the  truth  is  a  restriction  of  the 
intellect,  since  it  shuts  out  every  form  of  error,  and  in  this 
sense  we  are  bondslaves  of  the  truth,  while  Protestants  are 
free  to  adopt  one  or  many  of  those  countless  forms  of  error 
which  go  under  the  generic  name  of  Protestantism.  Protes 
tants  have  the  freedom  of  a  pilot  who  is  steering  in  a  danger 
ous  channel  unmarked  by  buoys.  Such  liberty,  however, 
has  another  and  a  more  accurate  name.  It  is  called  license. 

As  to  Private  Judgment,  we  exercise  it :  first,  in  electing  to 
be  Catholics;  secondly,  within  certain  limits,  inside  the 
Church  itself,  on  subjects  not  defined  by  the  Church,  and 
not  as  yet  practically  settled  by  the  consensus  of  theologians. 
For  example,  there  are  several  schools  of  philosophy  in  the 
Church.  But  we  do  not  use  private  judgment  to  pass  sen 
tence  on  authoritative  decisions.  For  Catholics,  the  last 
court  of  appeal  is  authority;  for  Protestants,  it  is  private 
judgment.  Except  within  the  above-mentioned  limits,  we, 
as  Catholics,  no  more  appeal  to  private  judgment  in  religion 
than,  as  civilians,  we  appeal  to  it  in  medicine  or  in  seaman 
ship  or  in  law.  We  use  our  private  judgment,  no  doubt,  to 
find  out  which  is  the  true  Church,  just  as  we  use  it  to  find 
out  a  good  doctor,  or  a  good  steamer,  or  a  good  lawyer ;  but 
having  discovered  our  true  Church  by  its  evident  marks — say, 
by  its  oneness  of  doctrine,  which  is  as  conspicuously  present 
in  the  Catholic  as  it  is  notoriously  absent  in  the  Protestant 
Church — we  no  more  sit  in  judgment  on  its  authorities  than 
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we  dictate  to  our  lawyer,  or  our  doctor,  or  the  captain  of  a 
Cunarder  on  which  we  have  elected  to  sail. 

IV.  Is  PROTESTANTISM  BASED  ON  PRIVATE  JUDGMENT? 

Anglican.— Private  judgment  is  no  more  an  ultimate  court 
of  appeal  with  us  than  with  you.  \Ve  acknowledge  a  Church 
just  as  much  as  you  do. 

Catholic.— Yes,  but  with  this  difference.  Catholics  say : 
"  We,  with  the  Pope  at  our  head,  are  the  Church."  Pro 
testants  say  :  "/am  the  Church."  A  Catholic  is  taught  by 
his  Church,  a  Protestant  teaches  his  Church.  A  Catholic 
says  :  "  I  may  be  wrong,  but  my  teachers  are  infallibly  right." 
A  Protestant  says  :  "  Everybody  else  may  be  wrong,  but  I 
am  infallibly  right."  For  Catholics  there  is  but  one  Church, 
with  one  Pope  at  its  head.  For  Protestants  there  are  as 
many  Churches  as  there  are  individuals,  and  at  the  head  of 
each  Church  is  Self-Protestantism  or  Popery  multiplied  by 
the  number  of  individual  Protestants.  The  principle  of 
Private  Judgment  makes  Self  to  be  the  Alpha  and  Omega  of 
all  religion. 

Anglican.— Not  at  all  !  The  foundation  of  our  Church  is 
the  Bible  and  only  the  Bible. 

Catholic.— -Very  well !     But  the  Bible  interpreted  by  Self. 

Anglican.— By  no  means  !  The  Bible  interpreted  by  the 
Church. 

Catholic. — It  is  a  little  difficult  to  grasp  what  is  here  meant 
by  the  "  Church."  Perhaps,  however,  "  Church"  is  equivalent 
to  "  Thirty-Nine  Articles  "  ?  But  the  Articles  may  notoriously 
mean  anything,  so  that  "the  Bible  interpreted  by  the 
Church "  can  only  mean  "  the  Bible,  interpreted  by  the 
Thirty-Nine  Articles,  interpreted  by  Self." 

Anglican. — That  is  not  the  Anglican  theory.  If  the  Bible 
and  the  Articles  are  obscure,  recourse  must  he  had  to  the 
Councils  and  the  Fathers.  What  could  be  plainer  ? 

Catholic. — Passing  over  the  fact  that  Migne  has  published 
380  large  volumes  of  the  Fathers  which  most  Protestants 
have  not  only  not  read,  but  have  never  seen ;  omitting  the 
fact  that  the  Twenty-first  Article  declares  the  fallibility  of  all 
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Councils,  I  will  content  myself  with  the  remark  that  the 
Councils  and  the  Fathers — which  are  almost  as  hard  to  un 
derstand  as  the  Bible,  and  nearly  as  hard  as  the  Thirty-Nine 
Articles — are  to  be  interpreted  by  Self.  So  that  we  reach 
this  series : — The  Bible  interpreted  by  the  Articles ;  the 
Articles  by  the  Councils ;  the  Councils  by  the  Fathers ; 
and,  lastly,  the  Fathers  by  Self.  It  is  always  my  opinion  of 
the  Bible,  interpreted  by  my  opinion  of  the  Articles,  inter 
preted  by  my  opinion  of  the  Councils,  interpreted  by  my 
opinion  of  the  Fathers.  It  always  comes  to  Self  in  the  end. 
The  whole  system  of  Protestant  belief — Bible,  Articles, 
Councils,  Fathers — may  be  compared  to  an  inverted  Egyp 
tian  pyramid  poised  in  most  unstable  equilibrium  on  the  apex 
of  Self.  Fallible  private  judgment  is  always  to  a  Protestant 
the  last  court  of  appeal. 

V.  INFALLIBLY  SURE  OF  INFALLIBILITY  ? 

It  has  been  again  and  again  objected  that  even  if  the  Pope 
were  infallible,  we  could  not  bs  sure  of  his  infallibility  unless 
we  too  were  infallible.  Here  again  there  is  a  confusion  of 
terms.  "  Infallibility,"  in  the  Papal  sense,  implies  a  very 
specific  and  supernatural  gift,  as  appears  from  the  definition 
of  the  word  given  on  p.  15.  But  in  English  we  also  use  the 
word  "infallibility''  in  a  loose  sense  for  "certainty."  And 
there  is  no  difficulty  about  our  being  "  certain  "of  the  Pope's 
Infallibility.  In  a  different  and  yet  true  sense,  God  is  infal 
lible  in  all  things,  yet  surely  we  can  be  certain  of  the  Divine 
Infallibility  without  our  sharing  in  that  incommunicable 
prerogative  ! 

VI.  DOES  INFALLIBILITY  DEPEND  ON  A  Vicious  CIRCLE? 

Another  oft-repeated  objection  here  deserves  a  solution. 
Critics  contend  that  our  proof  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  a 
vicious  circle.  We  prove  the  inspiration  of  the  Bible  from 
Infallibility  and  Infallibility  from  the  Bible.  Again,  the 
objection  springs  from  confusion  of  mind. 

I  have  already  pointed  out  that  the  Bible  is  not  the  Charter 
of  the  Church.  The  Church,  with  its  constitution,  mission, 
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powers,  and  prerogatives,  came  immediately  from  God  and 
not  from  the  Bible.  The  Church  was  fully  engaged  in 
teaching  and  converting  the  world  before  a  single  word  of 
the  Bible  was  written.  But  still  we  can  use  the  Bible  to 
prove  the  Church's  divine  and  infallible  authority ;  for  the 
Scriptures  may  be  regarded  simply  as  genuine  documents, 
worthy  of  credit ;  or  they  may  be  further  regarded  as  inspired. 
Their  inspiration  we  can  only  know  on  the  infallible  testi 
mony  of  the  Church  ;  their  genuineness  we  can  know  by 
natural  means.  Now  to  prove  infallibility  from  the  Scriptures 
as  inspired  would  certainly  be  a  vicious  circle.  But  such  is 
not  our  line  of  argument.  We  first  prove  the  Scriptures  to  be 
authentic,  genuine,  trustworthy  documents,  by  the  same 
methods  as  we  prove  the  Commentaries  of  Caesar  or  the 
History  of  Herodotus  to  be  authentic,  genuine,  trustworthy 
documents.  Next,  in  these  documents  we  find  mention  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who  declared  Himself  to  be  a  Divine 
Messenger  and  proved  His  mission  in  many  ways;  for 
example,  by  the  sanctity  of  His  life,  by  the  sublimity  of  His 
teaching,  by  miracles,  by  prophecies,  by  resurrection  from 
the  dead.  He  said  :  "If  I  do  not  the  works  of  My  Father, 
believe  Me  not.  But  if  I  do,  though  you  will  not  believe 
Me,  believe  My  works,  that  you  may  know  and  believe  that 
the  Father  is  in  Me  and  I  in  the  Father."*  We  are,  there 
fore,  for  natural  reasons,  certain  that  Christ  is  God.  Conse 
quently,  we  are  naturally  certain  of  Christ's  truthfulness. 
Now  Jesus,  God  and  Man,  declared  that  He  founded  a 
Church  on  the  unfailing  Rock  of  Peter  and  his  successors  ; 
that  is,  Christ  affirmed  that  He  founded  an  infallible  Church 
which  cannot  err  in  dogmatic  declarations.  But  among  her 
dogmatic  declarations  is  this  concerning  the  Holy  Scriptures 
— which  hitherto  we  have  viewed  merely  as  genuine  docu 
ments — that  they  are  the  inspired  Word  of  God.  She  de 
clares  the  Bible  to  contain,  not  merely  the  Word  of  God — 
the  Penny  Catechism  contains  that — but  the  inspired  Word 
of  God.  Thus  we  argue  from  the  Scriptures  as  genuine  to 
the  infallible  Church,  and  from  the  infallible  Church  to  the 
Scriptures,  as  inspired.  Call  that  a  circle,  if  you  like,  but 
not  a  vicious  circle. 

*  John  x.  37.  G 
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VII.  DOES  "PETER"  MEAN  "Root"?  PETROS  AND  PETRA. 

Adversaries  pretend  to  find  an  objection  to  Papal  Infalli 
bility  in  the  difference  of  gender  in  Petros  and  Petra. 
"Thou  are  Petros ;  and  on  this/£/ra  I  will  build  my  Church."* 
They  would  make  our  Lord's  meaning  to  be,  when  He  re 
warded  Peter's  faith  :  "  Thou  art  a  Stone  and  on  this  Rock 
(that  is,  Myself)  I  will  build  my  Church  ! " 

The  words,  however,  contain  no  difficulty  except  for  one 
who  shuts  his  eyes  to  the  truth.  Our  Lord  spoke,  not  in 
Greek,  but  in  Aramaic,  in  which  the  objected  distinction  of 
gender  is  non-existent,  and  His  words,  literally  translated, 
were  :  "  Thou  art  Cephas,  and  on  this  Cephas  I  will  build 
my  Church  !  "  And  thus  the  objection  vanishes  ! 

With  the  exception  of  the  Greek,  and  of  the  Latin  which 
followed  the  Greek,  all  the  ancient  Versions — Syriac,  Arabic, 
Persian,  ^Ethiopic,  etc.  —  translate  "Peter"  as  "rock." 
In  the  Syriac  Version  called  the  Peschito,  which  dates 
probably  from  the  early  part  of  the  second  century  and  has 
been  in  common  use  among  the  Syrians  (Orthodox,  Mono- 
physite,  or  Nestorian)  from  the  fifth  century,!  the  words  in 
Matt.  xvi.  1 8  are:  "Anath  Chipha  vehall  hada  Chipha." 

Nor  does  the  change  of  gender  in  Greek  present  any 
difficulty.  The  feminine  substantive  "  petra  "  was  changed 
into  a  masculine  to  express  a  man's  name,  Petros ;  exactly 
as  in  French  the  feminine  "  pierre  "  becomes  the  masculine 
Pierre,  "Tu  es  Pierre  et  sur  cette  pierre,"  etc.  The  Pro 
testant  authors  Webster  and  Wilkinson  J  remark  that  "  the 
distinction  between  '  Petros '  (stone)  and  '  petra '  (rock)  is 
untenable,  as  no  such  distinction  existed  in  the  Aramaic  dialect, 
which  our  Lord  used" 

Nor  is  there  any  real  linguistic  difficulty.  "  Petros  "  some 
times  meant  "  a  rock,"  even  in  classical  Greek.  §  It  is  in 
teresting  to  find  that  in  Sophocles'  Philoctetes,  1.  272,  not  to 

*  Matt.  xvi.  1 8. 

t  Westcott's  Bible  in  the  Church,  p.  132  ;  Smith's  Did.  of  the  Bible. 
Art.  "  Versions." 

J  Note  in  h.  1. 

§  As  is  proved  by  John  Alberti  in  his  Ods.  Philol.  ;  cf.  Rosenmiiller, 
Scholia  in  Matt.,  i.  p,  325. 
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mention  other  places,  where  "petros"  means  "  rock,"  late 
editors,  in  face  of  all  manuscript  authority,  have  changed  the 
text  into  "petra."  Prof.  Lewis  Campbell  is  an  exception. 
In  his  edition  he  retains  the  MSS.  reading  :  ei/  /canype^e? 
TTCT/xp.  The  first  to  "  amend  "  the  MSS.  reading  in  order  to 
make  it  square  with  a  preconceived  view  was  Mr.  Blaydes. 
In  the  following  passage  we  have  "petros"  meaning  "rock" 
beyond  dispute  :  TreVpovs  ex00"  TVWOUS  /ecu  yueya'Aois  eotjcora? 
o-TTOTre'Aois.  "  With  rocks  in  great  numbers  like  huge  cliffs  " 
(Diodorus  Siculus,  i.  22).  By  such  methods  of  emendation 
you  could  prove  anything.  The  Protestant  "  Speakers'  Com 
mentary  "  in  Matt.  xvi.  18  says  :  "Petros  is  said  to  be  oc 
casionally  found  in  the  latter  signification  (petra}  in  classical 
Greek."  But  why  confine  the  quest  to  classical  Greek  ?  The 
New  Testament  Greek  is  not  classical.  It  is  enough  for  me 
that  one  of  the  greatest  masters  of  the  Greek  or  any  other 
language,  St.  John  Chrysostom  (born  A.D.  347)  found  no 
linguistic  difficulty  in  the  text.  He  repeatedly  speaks  of  Petros 
as  being  thefetra,  of  "Peter"  as  the  "  Foundation."  * 

Conversely  it  would  be  easy  to  show  that  not  only 
.  "  petros  "  but  also  "  petra  "  often  means  "  stone,"  as  any 
one  may  see  for  himself  by  a  reference  to  the  Thesaurus 
Linguae  Graecae,  n.  7517,  of  H.  Stephanus ;  so  that  the 
translation  might  conceivably  run  :  "Thou  art  the  Founda 
tion-stone  and  on  this  stone,"  etc.  But  would  that  help  the 
Protestant  cause  much  ? 

Another  equally  unscholarly  attempt  to  elude  the  plain 
meaning  of  the  text  is  to  make  the  "  Rock  "  stand,  not  for 
Peter,  but  solely  for  Peter's  faith  in  Christ !  That  Peter  is 
the  "  Foundation  "  in  the  direct  and  primary  sense  is  ob 
vious  ;  that  his  faith  is  also  the  "  Foundation  "  in  an  applied 
and  secondary  sense  is  not  less  obvious.  The  faith  of  Peter 
is  causaliter,  his  person  is  formaliter,  the  Foundation  of  the 
Church ;  that  is,  Peter  was  appointed  to  be  the  Rock  because 
of  his  faith.  In  a  similar  way,  "  it  was  not  the  body  but  the 
faith  of  Peter  that  walked  upon  the  waters,"  remarks  St. 

*  For  example,  Horn.  4.  De  Poenitentia,  n.  4  ;  cf.  In  illud,  Hoc 
scitote,  n.  4.  Horn,  de  dec.  mil.  tal.,  n.  3.  In  Matt.  Horn.  c4  n  2 
Ad  eos  qui  scandal,  n.  17.  In  illud,  Vidi  Dom.,  Horn.  4,  n  3 
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Ambrose.  Just  as,  because  of  his  faith,  the  person  of  Peter 
could  walk  on  the  waters;  so,  because  of  his  faith,  the 
person  of  Peter  became  the  Foundation  of  the  Church. 
The  two  senses  are  inclusive,  not  exclusive.  If  one  affirmed 
that  the  victory  of  Waterloo  was  the  foundation  of  the 
ducal  house  of  Wellington,  would  this  meaning  exclude 
the  more  ordinary  one,  that  the  foundation  of  that  house 
was  the  person  of  the  first  Duke  ?  The  person  of  the  first 
Duke  is  the  formal  basis,  the  victory  of  Waterloo  is  the 
causal  basis,  of  that  noble  house. 

And  now  I  propose  to  show,  by  quotation,  what  is 
thought  of  these  subterfuges  by  respectable  authors.  And 
the  authors  cited  shall  be  all  non-Catholic,  that  adversaries 
may  be  convicted  by  writers  of  their  own  party. 

Dean  Alford*  says : — "The  name  Peter  (not  now  first  given, 
but  prophetically  bestowed  by  our  Lord  on  His  first  inter 
view  with  Simon),  or  Cephas,  signifying  a  rock,  the  termina 
tion  being  only  altered  from  Petra  to  Petros  to  suit  the 
masculine  appellation,  denotes  the  personal  position  of  this 
Apostle  in  the  building  of  the  Church  of  Christ.  .  .  .  That 
this  is  the  simple  and  only  interpretation  the  whole  usage  of  • 
the  New  Testament  shows,  in  which  not  doctrines,  nor  confes 
sions,  but  men  are  uniformly  the  stones  and  pillars  of  the 
spiritual  building." 

Bishop  Sumner  t  remarks  : — "  Thou  art  Peter,  a  name 
which  is  by  interpretation  a  stone  ;  on  thee,  as  a  corner 
stone,  a  foundation-stone,  I  will  build  my  Church,  a  Church 
which  shall  stand  for  ever.  Peter  certainly  did  become 
such  a  corner-stone." 

Bengel,  in  his  "Gnomon,"  says: — "  Thou  art  Peter. 
This  corresponds  with  great  beauty  to  the  words  Thou  art 
the  Christ.  Petros  elsewhere  means  a  stone,  but  in  the 
case  of  Simon  a  rock.  It  was  not  fitting  that  such  a  man 
should  be  called  Petra,  with  a  feminine  termination.  Both 
words  are  expressed  in  Syfiac  by  the  one  noun  Cepha.  .  .  . 
Nor  can  we  imagine  that  this  illustrious  surname,  elsewhere 
commonly  attributed  to  Christ  Himself,  who  is  called  the 

*  New  Testament ;  Matt.  xvi.  1 8. 

t  A  Practical  Exposition,  London,  1831,  p.  215. 
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Rock,  could  without  the  most  important  meaning  have  been 
bestowed  on  Peter,  who  in  the  list  of  the  Apostles  is  called 
first,  and  always  put  in  the  first  place." 

The  "  Speaker's  Commentary  "  remarks  : — "  The  verbal 
allusion  (in  Petros  and  petra)  is  lost  in  our  translation,  but 
the  Greek  could  hardly  be  naturally  interpreted  except  as 
referring  to  the  person  of  Peter.  .  .  .  The  personal  allusion 
to  St.  Peter  cannot  be  set  aside  by  distinguishing  between 
Petros  and  Petra." 

The  German  Rosenmiiller*  : — "Christ  gives  Simon  the 
name  Petrus  and  not  Petra,  because  a  feminine  termination 
is  unbefitting  a  man.  .  .  .  The  Rock  is  neither  the  confession 
of  Peter,  nor  Christ  (pointing  to  Himself  with  his  finger), 
for  the  context  does  not  bear  this  interpretation,  but  Peter 
himself.  Our  Lord,  speaking  Syriac,  used  in  both  places 
the  one  word  Cephas" 

Olshausen  f  says  : — "  Peter  was  to  be  the  petra  of  the 
building  of  the  Church." 

Bloomfield  J  : — "  Petros,  or  Cephas,  means,  not  stone, 
but  rock,  as  petros  often  does  in  the  best  classical  writers. 
.  .  .  Certainly  when  expositors  conjecture  that  in  pro 
nouncing  the  words,  Christ  pointed  to  Himself  2&  the  great 
foundation,  they  argue  upon  a  wholly  gratuitous  sup 
position.  The  first  interpretation,  which  refers  Rock  to 
Christ,  and  the  second  interpretation,  which  refers  it  to 
Peter's  confession,  seem  to  have  been  forced  upon  the 
passage  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  difficulty  thought  to 
arise  from  taking  it  in  its  obvious  sense,  which  is,  Thou  art 
by  name  Rock,  or  thy  name  means  Rock,  and  suitable  to 
that  shall  be  thy  work  and  office." 

Gerard §: — "Building  on  Peter  is  explained,  by  some,  as 
contrary  to  the  faith  that  Christ  is  the  only  foundation,  and 
as  favouring  the  succession  of  Peter  and  his  successors  ;  but 
the  connection  shows  that  Peter  is  here  plainly  meant." 

Bishop  Marsh  j| : — "  It  would  be  a  desperate  undertaking 
to  prove  that  Christ  meant  any  other  person  than  Peter." 

*  Scholia  in  Matt.,  i.  p.  325.  t  Commentary  on  the  Gospels. 

%  In  h.  1.  §  Institutes  of  Biblical  Criticism.     Canon  511. 

II  Comparative  View,  p.  227. 
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Thompson'*: — "  Protestants  have  used  all  the  hardihood 
of  lawless  criticism  in  their  attempts  to  reason  away  the 
Catholic  interpretation." 

The  great  German  commentator  Meyer: — "The  evasion, 
often  taken  advantage  of  in  the  controversy  with  Rome, 
viz.,  that  the  Rock  means,  not  St.  Peter  himself,  but  the 
firm  faith,  and  the  confession  of  that  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  Apostle,  is  incorrect,  since  the  demonstrative  expression 
'  on  this  rock '  can  only  mean  Peter  himself." 

Lastly,  the  famous  German  scholar,  Kuinoel  t: — "Many 
interpreters  have  wrongly  understood  the  Rock  to  be  here 
Christ  Himself,  or  Peter's  profession  of  faith.  Nor  would 
they  have  betaken  themselves  to  these  contorted  explana 
tions  but  for  the  Roman  theologians,"  etc. 

The  objection  has  been  put  forward  that  a  first-rate 
Greek  scholar,  Dr.  Wordsworth  to  wit,  refused  to  admit  that 
"  the  Rock  "  applied  to  Peter.  He  did,  and  thereby  made 
himself  ridiculous  in  the  eyes  of  all  scholars,  European  and 
American.  This  is  what  Alford,  then  Dean  of  Canterbury,  \ 
says  of  him : — "The  application  of  the  promise  to  St.  Peter 
has  been  elaborately  impugned  by  Dr.  Wordsworth.  His 
zeal  to  appropriate  the  rock  to  Christ  has  somewhat  over 
shot  itself.  In  arguing  that  the  term  can  apply  to  none 
but  God,  he  will  find  it  difficult,  surely,  to  deny  all  reference 
to  a  rock  in  the  name  Peter.  To  me  it  is  equally  difficult, 
nay,  impossible,  to  deny  all  reference  in  upon  this  rock  to  the 
preceding  word,  Peter.  Let  us  keep  to  the  plain,  straight 
forward  sense  of  Scripture" 

Again,  it  is  objected  to  the  above  explanation  that 
the  Fathers  understood  the  Rock  to  be  Christ,  or  the 
Confession  of  Peter,  or  even  all  the  Apostles.  I 
reply  that  not  one  single  Father  intended  these,  or 
any  of  these,  senses  to  be  the  primary  and  literal  mean 
ing  of  "the  Rock"  in  the  mind  of  Christ.  It  is  an 
injustice  to  the  Fathers  to  impute  to  them  interpretations 
which  are  described  as  strange,  unnatural,  distorted,  or 
fanciful,  by  Rosenmiiller,  Kuinoel,  Bengel,  Bloomfield, 
Alford,  and  others.  All  the  Fathers  who,  before  the  sixth 
*  Monotessaron,  p.  194.  t  la  h.  1.  +  In  h.  1. 
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century,  adopted  any  of  the  above-mentioned  interpretations, 
referred  the  Rock  literally  to  Peter.  The  other  interpreta 
tions  were  collateral,  mediate,  indirect,  secondary  ex 
positions  j  and,  of  course,  so  far  from  excluding  the  literal 
and  primary  interpretation,  they  are  perfectly  consistent 
with  it.  For  Peter  was  not  to  be  the  principal  Rock. 
"That  Rock  was  Christ,  and  other  foundation  can  no  man 
lay  than  that  which  is  laid,  which  is  Jesus  Christ."* 
"  Peter  was  to  be  the  Rock  of  the  Church,  but  secondarily 
to  Christ,  from  whom  the  Church  was  to  receive  its  stability. 
Yet  Peter  was  to  be  the  outward  and  visible  Rock,  whilst 
Christ  was  the  inward  and  invisible  foundation.  The 
secondary  and  visible  Rock  cannot  be  conceived  without 
the  primary  foundation.  Again,  faith  in  Christ  is  the 
principle  which  constitutes  Christ's  Church.  Therefore, 
Peter  was  appointed  to  be  the  Rock  of  the  Church,  on 
account  of  his  faith  in,  and  public  confession  of,  the  Divinity 
of  Christ.  In  other  words,  our  Lord  founded  his  Church 
upon  Peter  because  Peter  had  solemnly  professed  his  faith 
in  Christ's  Divinity.  Peter,  then,  is  the  Rock  because  he 
represents,  and  in  a  manner  embodies,  the  principle  of  faith 
in  Christ."  t  It  is  worth  noticing  that  these  secondary 
interpretations  are  unknown  among  the  Fathers  until  the 
Arian  heresy,  which  denied  that  Divinity  of  Christ  which 
Peter  had  so  grandly  affirmed,  and  for  which  he  was 
rewarded  by  being  made  the  Rock  of  the  Catholic  Church. 
We  therefore  utterly  deny  that  in  this  question  there  is  any 
conflict  among  the  Fathers.  In  the  first  five  centuries  of 
the  Church  there  are  at  least  twenty-seven  Fathers  who 
understand  Peter  to  be  the  Rock  on  which  the  Church  was 
built;  that  is  more  than  any  Protestant  can  appeal  to  in 
support  of  any  other  doctrine  whatever.  The  list  of  these 
Fathers,  with  references,  will  be  found  in  Father  Bottalla's 
work,  p.  34  et  seq.  I  end  this  reference  to  the  Fathers 
with  two  quotations  from  St.  Augustine  :  "  Peter,  who  had 
confessed  him  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  and  in  that  confession 
had  been  called  the  Rock  upon  which  the  Church  should  be 

*  i  Cor.  iii.  n. 

f  Bottalla,  S.  J.,    The  Pope  and  the  Church,  p.  37. 
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built"  *  And  again  :  "  Number  the  Bishops  from  the  See 
itself  of  Peter,  and  in  that  order  of  Fathers  see  who 
succeeded  to  whom.  This  is  the  Rock  which  the  proud 
gates  of  hell  overcome  not"  t 

In  the  Syro-Chaldaic  Church  Peter  has  been  interpreted 
to  be  the  Rock  ever  since  the  days  of  the  Apostles.  The 
following  will  serve  as  specimens: — "Jesus  in  the  Gospel 
said  to  Peter,  Thou  art  the  Rock  upon  which  My  Church 
shalt  be  built."  And  again :  "  Blessed  art  thou  Simon, 
dispenser  of  the  Divine  treasure,  who  holdest  the  keys  of 
the  kingdom,  on  whom  the  building  of  the  Holy  Church  is 
placed.  Thou  art  the  Rock  (Kipho)  of  firmness  which  the 
Lord  has  placed  in  the  foundation  of  His  churches  that  those 
who  work  in  thy  ministry  may  build  up  a  true  confession 
of  faith  free  from  doubt."  \ 

In  the  ancient  Syriac  Liturgy  we  read,  "  Upon  Simon 
Peter  the  Lord  built  His  Church."  And  again  :  "  Blessed 
art  thou,  O  Church,  since  thy  keys  were  delivered  to  thee 
by  Simon,  who  is  the  Rock  and  Foundation."  § 

The  early  General  Councils,  admitted  by  Protestants,  give 
similar  testimony.  The  Council  of  Ephesus,  A.D.  431  : 
Peter  is  "the  pillar  of  the  faith,  the  Foundation  of  the 
Catholic  Church. "||  The  Council  of  Chalcedon,  A.D.  451  : 
"  Peter  is  the  Rock  and  Foundation  of  the  Catholic  Church 
and  support  of  the  orthodox  faith."  U 

The  readers  of  these  pages  will  now  be  able  to  form  a  just 
estimate  of  the  learning  of  those  Protestant  critics  who 
against  the  close  chain  of  reasoning,  founded  on  the  Petrine 
texts,  in  behalf  of  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility,  con 
tinue  to  quibble  about  the  gender  of  Petros  and  petra. 

*  In  Ps.  Ixvi.  n.  4. 

t  Ps.  in  Part.  Donat,  torn  ix.,  p.  30  ;  cf.  Epist.  53.      Generoso,  n.  2. 

J  In  the  Office  of  SS.  Peter  and  Paul. 

§  In  the  Office  of  the  Dedication  of  a  Church,  2nd  Nocturn.  The 
original  Syriac  and  Syro-Chaldaic  text  of  these  passages  is  given  in  the 
appendix  to  Joseph  David's  (Bishop  of  Nineveh)  work,  Antiqua  Ecclesia: 
Syro-Chaldaicic  Tradilio  circa  Petri  Apostoli  Ejusdetnque  Sttfcessffntm 
Divimim  Primatutn.  Rome,  1870. 
||  Labbe,  iii.  625. 

U  Labbe,  iv.  425. 
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After  all,  in  theology  the  last  appeal  is  hardly  to  Liddell  and 
Scott ! 

VIII.  Is  THE  HOLY  GHOST  THE  INFALLIBLE  VOICE  OF 
THE  CHURCH  ? 

An  objicient  has  urged  against  my  arguments  that,  though 
an  infallible  interpreter  of  Scripture  is  an  absolute  necessity 
in  the  Church,  yet  it  is  not  the  Pope  but  the  Holy  Ghost. 
"That  infallible  teacher  is  the  Holy  Ghost  and  no  other." 

But  this  answer  is  ambiguous.  Is  the  Holy  Ghost  a 
mediate  or  immediate  teacher  of  each  Christian  ?  Does  the 
Holy  Spirit  speak  to  us  infallibly  indeed  but  mediately  ;  that 
is,  through  a  living,  human,  infallible  voice?  If  that  be  the 
Protestant  opinion,  then  Protestants  and  Catholics  are  in 
accord,  since  it  is  part  of  the  very  definition  of  Papal  Infalli 
bility  that  this  supernatural  gift  is  due  to  "divine assistance." 
But  the  Protestant  objection  really  means  this,  that  the 
Holy  Spirit  speaks  immediately  and  directly  to  each  Christian 
in  his  interpretation  of  the  Bible,  and  that  view  is  simply 
indefensible.  For  in  face  of  that  opinion,  what  is  the  use  of 
a  teaching  Church  ?  If  all  that  a  Christian  needs  is  a  Bible, 
which  the  Holy  Ghost  will  directly  teach  him  to  interpret 
and  understand  aright,  the  Anglican  Establishment  is 
obviously  superfluous,  and  the  sooner  our  objicient  helps  to 
bring  about  Disestablishment  and  Disendowment  the  better. 
In  face  of  that  opinion,  the  command  of  Christ  to  His 
Apostles  and  their  successors,  the  bishops  and  priests  of 
His  Church,  to  "go  forth  and  teach,"  would  be  absurd. 
His  promise  to  be  with  His  ministers  to  the  end  of  the 
world  would  be  unnecessary  :  "  Going,  therefore,  teachrye  all 
nations.  .  .  .  And  behold  I  am  with  you  all  days  even  to 
the  consummation  of  the  world."  *  And  St.  Paul's  assur 
ance  that  faith  cometh  by  preaching  would  be  untrue. 

Moreover  when  the  Bible  Christian  believes  himself  to  be 

directly  and  immediately  enlightened  by  the  Holy  Ghost, 

by  what  method  does  he  discern  the  Holy  Spirit  ?     St.  John 

says  :  "  Believe  not  every  spirit,  but  try  if  they  be  of  God."  f 

*  Matt,  xxviii.  19.  t  St.  John  i.  4. 
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And  again  St.  Paul :  "  Satan  transformeth  himself  into  an 
angel  of  light."  *  Is  it  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  another  spirit  that 
is  not  holy,  who  is  now  illumining  each  of  the  thousand-and- 
one  contending  and  contradictory  Protestant  sects  ?  Is  it 
the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  unholy  spirit,  who  is  now  interpreting 
the  Scriptures,  even  within  the  Anglican  Establishment 
itself,  in  the  opposite  senses  of  the  four  main  parties — Broad 
Church,  Low  Church,  High  Church,  Ritualism  ?  Is  it  the 
Holy  Spirit,  or  that  other,  who  makes  one  Anglican  almost 
a  Catholic  and  another  Anglican  all  but  a  Dissenter  ?  Which 
Spirit  is  it  who  is  prompting  one  Anglican  dignitary — to  wit, 
the  Dean  of  Riponf — to  assert  that  God  is  but  "  blind  force," 
and  another  Anglican  dignitary — to  wit,  Canon  Gorei — to 
deny  that  the  Bible  is  inspired?  Who  is  leading  Lord 
Halifax  and  party  into  the  belief  that  Anglican  ministers 
are  Mass-priests,  and  Dr.  Ryle  of  Liverpool  and  party  into 
the  belief  that  Anglican  ministers  are  not  Mass-priests? 
Who  is  inspiring  "Father"  Black  with  the  opinion  that 
marriage  is  indissoluble,  and  is  inspiring  other  Anglican 
ministers  to  re-marry  divorced  persons  ?  Which  Spirit  was 
it  that  led  those  earlier  supreme  authorities  in  the  Protestant 
Establishment,  the  framers  of  the  book  of  Common  Prayer 
and  the  Articles,  to  declare  Baptismal  Regeneration  to  be 
part  of  Church  doctrine,§  and  that  led  those  later  supreme 
authorities,  the  Queen's  secular  judges,  in  the  Gorham  Case 
to  declare  Baptismal  Regeneration  to' be  an  open  question? 
Which  Spirit  is  it  that  inspires  some  Protestants  to  believe 
in  hell,  but  not  purgatory,  and  others  to  believe  in  purgatory, 
but  not  hell ;  some,  that  faith  alone  is  necessary  for  salva 
tion,  others  that  good  works  alone  suffice  for  salvation  ;  some, 
that  Christ's  Body  and  Blood  are  objectively  present  in  the 
Holy  Eucharist,  others  that  the  Holy  Eucharist  is  nothing 
but  bread  and  wine  ? 

*  2  Cor.  x.  14. 

t  "  Theology  under  its  Changed  Conditions."  The  Fortnightly  Review. 
March  1887. 

%  Tablet,  June  6,  1896. 

§  "  The  priest  shall  say,  kneeling  :  We  yield  Thee  hearty  thanks, 
most  merciful  Father,  that  it  hath  pleased  Thee  to  regenerate  this 
infant." — Baptism  Service. 
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Again,  not  to  mention  the  countless  variety  of  Noncon 
formists  in  the  English  Establishment  itself,  with  its  twin 
watch-words  of  "Comprehension  and  Compromise,"  is  this 
supposed  illumination  of  the  Holy  Ghost  given  to  all,  or 
only  to  those  who  interpret  Scripture  aright  ?  If  to  all,  then, 
as  they  contradict  one  another,  the  Holy  Ghost  must  be  a 
spirit  of  falsehood  and  cannot  therefore  be  an  infallible 
teacher.  If  only  to  those  who  interpret  Sciipture  aright, 
how  are  we  to  know  which  is  the  right  interpretation  ?  By 
recourse  to  the  Bible?  Is  the  Holy  Spirit  the  infallible 
interpreter  of  the  Bible,  and  the  Bible  the  infallible  inter 
preter  of  the  Holy  Spirit  ?  Until  Protestants  have  found  a 
certain  rule  whereby  to  distinguish  true  from  false  "illumina 
tion,"  the  Spirit  of  Light  from  the  Spirit  of  Darkness,  they 
had  better  take  refuge  in  some  other  theory  that  will  square 
better  with  the  requirements  of  common-sense. 


LECTURE  VII. 

Is  A  GENERAL  COUNCIL  THE  MOUTHPIECE  OF 
INFALLIBILITY  ? 

I  have  been  assailed  by  a  clerical  opponent  who  in  an 
able  sermon  has  maintained  that  not  the  Pope,  but  a 
General  Council,  is  the  mouthpiece  of  the  Church's 
Infallibility.* 

Before  explaining  why  I  must  dissent  from  that  view,  let 
me  set  forth  the  many  fundamental  points  of  agreement 
between  my  opponent  and  us  Catholics.  He  and  we  are, 
first  of  all,  at  one  that  without  faith  there  is  no  salvation. 
Secondly,  that  without  certainty  there  is  no  faith.  Thirdly, 
that  without  an  Infallible  Teacher,  "  who  can  make  the 
truth  plain  to  the  most  ignorant  and  to  the  weakest 
enquirer,"  there  is  no  certainty.  We  are  agreed,  moreover, 
on  this  fourth  point  that  the  Bible  is  a  remote  and 
mediate  rule  of  faith.  We  are,  fifthly,  agreed  that  the  Bible, 
being  deaf  and  dumb,  needs  an  audible  and  infallible  voice 
for  its  interpretation.  My  courteous  adversary  clearly  sees 
that  as  the  Church  is  a  visible  society  of  visible  men,f  no 
merely  written  law,  like  the  Bible,  can  be  a  proximate  and 
immediate  rule  of  faith,  but  that  we  need  a  living  and 
infallible  teacher  to  explain  that  law.  A  visible  society 
founded  on  a  written  law  and  without  a  living  and  authori 
tative  voice  to  interpret  that  law,  is  a  mere  fiction  of  the 
untutored  mind.  If  God  has  not  given  such  a  teacher,  we 

*  The  Church  and  Rome.  A  Sermon  preached  at  St.  Peter's  Church, 
Preston,  by  the  Vicar,  the  Rev.  D.  F.  Chapman.  Reported  in  the 
Preston  Herald,  Nov.  18,  1896. 

t  See  the  igth  of  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles. 
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must  be  for  ever  in  doubt,  and  therefore  there  can  be  no 
obligation  to  believe  at  all.  Lex  dubia  non  obligat — "A 
doubtful  law  does  not  bind."  And  assuredly  if  there  is  no 
infallible  voice  to  interpret  the  Bible,  the  Divine  law  therein 
contained  is  doubtful.  Here,  then,  our  opponent  brings  us, 
logically  enough,  sharply  face  to  face  with  the  crucial 
question  on  the  solution  of  which  religious  unity  depends. 
The  question  of  Papal  Infallibility  goes  to  the  very  heart  of 
all  the  religious  controversy  of  the  day. 

Who,  then,  is  this  infallible  teacher,  if  not  the  Pope  ? 

My  clerical  opponent  replies  that  it  is  a  General  Council 
of  the  first  four  centuries.  That  is  the  infallible  voice, 
audible  and  clear,  which  can  make  the  truth  plain  to  the 
most  ignorant  and  to  the  weakest  enquirer  ! 

It  is  thus  gratifying  to  learn  that  my  reverend  assailant 
has  given  up  the  2ist  of  the  Thirty-Nine  Articles,  which 
teaches  that  all  General  Councils  are  fallible.  That  Article 
runs  thus  :  "  General  Councils  ....  forasmuch  as  they  be 
an  assembly  of  men,  whereof  all  be  not  governed  with  the 
Spirit  and  Word  of  God,  may  err  and  sometimes  have  erred, 
even  in  things  pertaining  unto  God."  The  reasons  assigned 
in  that  Article  would  make  all  General  Councils,  even  the 
first  four,  fallible.  As  Catholics  we  can,  of  course,  accept 
this  un-Protestant  view  of  my  Protestant  opponent,  provided 
it  be  properly  understood.  A  General  Council  is  infallible 
when  its  decrees  are  confirmed  by  the  Roman  Pontiff,  but 
not  otherwise.  But  the  Pope  is  infallible,  not  only  with,  but 
also  without  a  General  Council.  A  General  Council  is  not 
infallible  without  the  Pope,  but  the  Pope  is  infallible  with 
out  a  General  Council. 

My  opponent  denies  Papal  Supremacy  and  its  cognate 
Infallibility,  and  in  face  of  that  denial  I  should  like  to  ask  a 
few  practical  questions.  If  the  Pope  is  not  supreme, 
who  is  to  summon  an  (Ecumenical  Council  ?  Who 
is  to  bid  the  one  thousand  three  hundred  orthodox 
bishops  of  the  whole  world  to  assemble,  say,  at  Lambeth 
Palace?  Would  it  be  the  "Supreme  Governor  of  the 
Church  of  England,"  our  gracious  Queen?  Or  would 
it  be  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  Church  of 
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England,  the  secular  judges?  And  even  if  these  high 
authorities  issued  an  order  for  all  the  bishops  in  the  world  to 
meet,  would  that  order  be  obeyed  ?  Owen  Glendower  said, 
"  I  can  call  spirits  from  the  vasty  deep,"  and  Hotspur  replied, 
"  So  can  I ;  but  the  question  is,  will  they  come  ?  "  And  this 
preliminary  difficulty  settled,  who  is  to  be  President  of  the 
Council  ?  And  a  President  discovered,  wrho  is  to  choose 
the  subjects  for  discussion?  And  the  subjects  for  debate 
decided  on,  how  is  the  voting  to  be  conducted?  For  a 
valid  dogmatic  decision,  must  the  Council  be  unanimous  ? 
or  will  a  majority  of  one  suffice  ?  or  are  two-thirds  required  ? 
These  are  important  questions;  where  will  you  find  them 
answered  ?  In  the  Bible  ?  Not  so  !  You  have  no  Bible 
until  the  infallible  voice  has  spoken.  In  the  General 
Councils?  If  so,  where?  These  questions  are  essential, 
and  you  must  answer  them  before  you  can  have  a  General 
Council  at  all.  And  when  at  last  you  have  summoned  your 
Council,  the  Catholic  Bishops  will  utterly  outnumber  the 
non-Catholic,  and  your  infallible  decision  will  land  you  in 
Romanism  ! 

But  the  difficulties  by  no  means  end  here.  According 
to  this  view,  the  only  infallible  voice  in  the  Church  is  the 
voice  of  a  General  Council,  and  yet  "  there  has  been  no 
General  Council  since  the  fifth  century " !  Why  not  ? 
"  Because  there  cannot  be  a  General  Council  unless  the 
Church  be  united."  When,  therefore,  an  Anglican  minister 
says  Sunday  by  Sunday,  "  I  believe  in  One  ....  Church," 
he  means,  "  I  believe  in  a  Church  which  was  One  till  the 
fifth  century,  but  is  not  One  now,  and  never  will  be  One 
again  "  !  Curious  reasoning  indeed  !  The  infallible  voice 
was  given  by  Christ  to  His  Church  to  be  the  principle  of 
its  Unity,  yet  it  cannot  speak  until  there  is  Unity !  It  was 
given  to  end  discord,  yet  it  is  dumb  so  long  as  there  is 
discord  !  It  was  given  to  decide  controversies  of  faith,  yet 
the  Judge  is  tongue-tied  so  long  as  there  is  controversy  of 
faith  ?  Curious  reasoning  truly !  Was  it  not  God  who 
gave  to  His  Church  Infallibility,  and  therefore  shall  man 
take  it  away  ?  Was  it  not  God  who  gave  Infallibility 
because  it  was  necessary,  and  therefore  shall  God  take  it 
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away  ?  God  came  on  earth  to  found  a  Teaching  Church,  to 
"  teach  all  nations  " ;  a  Church  against  which  God  pledged 
His  Word  that  the  gates  of  hell  should  never  prevail;  a 
Church  in  which  God  gave  His  promise  that  the  Spirit  of 
Truth  should  abide  for  ever ;  a  Church  with  which  God 
unconditionally  undertook  to  abide  till  the  consummation 
of  the  world.  Yet  my  opponent  would  have  us  believe  that, 
in  the  words  of  the  Anglican  Homily,  the  Church  of 
God  was  "  sunk  in  the  pit  of  damnable  idolatry  by  the 
space  of  eight  hundred  years  and  more,"  until  an  unchaste 
and  apostate  monk  drew  it  forth  and  an  unchaste  and  apos 
tate  King  purified  it ;  that  for  eight  hundred  years  and  more 
the  Church  of  God  abdicated  her  functions  derived  from  her 
Founder;  that  during  a  parenthesis  which  began  before 
Augustine  evangelized  England  in  the  sixth  century,  and 
ended  only  when  Luther  brought  her  back  to  primitive 
usages  in  the  sixteenth  century,  the  Church  of  God,  the 
Church  of  countless  saints,  had  taught,  not  the  pure  truth 
she  was  created  by  Christ  to  teach,  but  the  abominable  lies 
she  was  created  by  Christ  to  oppose  ;  that  towards  the  end 
of  the  fifth  century  the  Church  which  could  not  err,  did 
nevertheless  err ;  that  the  Church  of  Christ  thereupon 
became  the  Church  of  Antichrist ;  that  thereby  God 
violated  His  pledges  and  broke  His  promises,  the  gates  of 
hell  did  prevail  against  the  Church,  the  Spirit  of  Truth 
did  not  abide  with  her  for  ever,  and  Christ  was  not  with  her 
till  the  consummation  of  the  world.  My  opponent  would 
have  us  believe  that  the  Church  which  had  divine  authority 
to  teach  in  the  fifth  century,  had  no  authority  at  all  to  teach 
in  the  fifteenth  century  !  We  may  perhaps  be  pardoned  if, 
in  face  of  such  a  theory,  we  prefer,  as  Catholics,  to  believe 
in  the  truth  and  wisdom  of  God,  rather  than,  as  Protestants, 
to  believe  in  the  falsehood  and  folly  of  God.  Man  did  not 
originate  Infallibility,  nor  can  man  end  it.  If  the  schisms 
and  heresies  which  desolated  the  infant  Church  did  not 
destroy  her  Infallibility,  neither  did  the  schisms  and  heresies 
which  desolated  the  adult  Church  destroy  her  Infallibility. 
If  Cerinthus  could  riot  plunder  her  of  her  prerogatives, 
neither  could  Cranmer.  If  Marcion  could  not,  neither 
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could  Martin  Luther.  If  Nestorians  could  not,  neither 
could  Nonconformists.  If  Arians  could  not,  neither  could 
Anglicans.  If  Julian,  Emperor  and  Apostate,  could  not, 
neither  could  Henry,  king  and  Apostate. 

Consequently,  according  to  my  opponent,  Protestants 
are  in  this  following  position.  Under  pain  of  eternal  loss 
they  must  believe  God's  revelation,  all  of  it,  and  all  of  it 
in  God's  sense  ;  and  this,  as  he  says,  they  cannot  do  with 
out  an  infallible  interpreter;  yet  since  the  fifth  century 
this  interpreter  has  been  dumb,  and  for  ever  dumb  it 
must  remain.  He  indeed  does  hold  out  a  hope  that  with 
the  reunion  of  the  Churches,  the  suspended  prerogative  of 
Infallibility  may  revive.  When  the  Roman  Church  has 
acknowledged  Anglican  Orders,  which  at  present  she  holds 
to  be  false,  and  has  abandoned  Papal  Infallibility,  which  at 
present  she  holds  to  be  true ;  when  the  Greek  Church  has 
admitted  the  Procession  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  at  present 
she  denies,  and  has  given  up  the  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary, 
which  at  present  she  affirms;  when  the  Anglican  Church 
has  given  up  Private  Judgment,  which  she  believes,  and  has 
confessed  Transubstantiation,  which  she  disbelieves ;  when 
each  Church  has  rejected  part  of  what  she  deems  essential 
truth,  and  by  way  of  compromise  has  accepted  part  of  what 
she  deems  essential  falsehood;  when  all  these  impossibles 
have  become  possible,  the  Greek  and  Anglican  and 
Lutheran  and  Roman  will  all  again  be  amalgamated  into 
one  united  and  infallible  Church,  joyously  accepting  its 
dogmas  from  a  Pan-East-and-West  Synod  with  Nobody  as 
its  President ! 

I  have  shown  in  Lecture  IV.  that,  on  Protestant  princi 
ples,  Christ  gave  His  Church  a  Rule  of  Faith,  the  Bible, 
which  until  the  invention  of  printing  was  unavailable  for 
the  laity.  So  that  according  to  this  Protestant  view  of 
General  Councils,  Christ  gave  the  world  a  Rule  of  Faith 
which  could  not  come  into  operation  till  the  fifteenth  cen 
tury;  and  for  the  interpretation  of  that  rule  He  gave  an 
infallible  voice  which  for  ever  became  dumb  in  the  fifth 
century  ! 

The  objicients  will  perhaps  answer  that,  though  General 
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Councils  are  now  impossible,  still  you  can  always  go  and 
consult  the  decrees  of  the  first  four  General  Councils.  I 
reply  that  the  difficulties  are  obvious.  For  how  are  the 
decisions  of  the  first  four  centuries  to  solve  the  controversies 
of  the  nineteenth  century?  Moreover,  do  Protestants,  in 
point  of  fact,  settle  their  difficulties  in  this  way  ?  And  if 
they  do,  can  they  be  congratulated  on  the  resultant  Pro 
testant  unity  ?  But  let  us  test  the  working  of  this  Protestant 
infallibility  by  a  practical  case. 

A  plumber,  let  us  say,  has  difficulties  about  doctrine  and 
does  not  know  what  to  believe.  But  he  is  a  good  Church 
man,  who  wants  to  find  out  the  truth  and  save  his  soul.  He 
reads  the  Bible  every  day,  but  the  more  familiar  he  becomes 
with  it,  the  more  he  finds  it  crammed  with  things  hard  to 
understand.  No  two  of  his  neighbours  understand  it  alike. 
He  has  talked  about  it  with  his  fellow-workmen,  but  they 
are  equally  in  the  dark  with  himself.  His  ministers  cannot 
enlighten  him,  because  hardly  any  two  of  them  agree,  and 
none  of  them  can  claim  to  be  certain.  They  have  views, 
but  only  views.  What  is  our  pious  plumber  to  do  ?  _  Is  he 
to  follow  the  Dean  of  Ripon,  who  teaches  that  God  is  blind 
force,  or  Canon  Liddon,  who  teaches  that  God  is  a  Personal 
Being  ?  Ought  he  follow  Lord  Halifax,  who  strongly  affirms, 
or  the  Bishop  of  Liverpool,  who  stoutly  denies,  that  Anglican 
ministers  are  Mass-priests  ?  Ought  he  to  follow  the  Dean  of 
Canterbury,  who  affirms  purgatory  and  denies  hell,  or  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  who  denies  purgatory  and  affirms 
hell ;  or  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  who  affirms  both  purgatory 
and  hell  ?  In  a  city  of  confusion  such  as  is  the  Anglican 
Establishment,  what  is  our  honest  plumber  to  do  ?  "  Oh," 
replies  my  opponent,  "  his  course  is  plain  ;  let  him  go  and 
consult  the  first  four  General  Councils  !  "  Yes,  let  our  good 
plumber  go  and  consult  the  first  four  General  Councils  ! 
What  could  be  easier,  or  what  could  be  more  satisfactory  ? 

It  is  true,  a  copy  of  these  great  tomes  is  not  perhaps  found 
in  every  plumber's  home.  It  is  true  they  are  written  in 
Greek.  It  is  true  they  are  full  of  subtle  disquisitions  on  that 
false  axiom  of  philosophy,  "  Una  natura,  una  persona,"  and 
that  the  very  terms  "  Nature  "  and  "  Hypostasis,"  with  which 
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they  are  filled,  are  unintelligible  to  him.  It  is  true  they  do 
not  treat  at  all  of  the  modern  questions  which  are  agitating 
the  pious  soul  of  our  anxious  plumber ;  but  what  of  that  ? 
Protestantism  has  nothing  better  to  offer  him  !  What  won 
der  that  in  such  a  plight  sensible  men  give  up  the  quest  for 
truth  in  despair  and  join  in  the  popular  cry  which  is  daily 
waxing  louder,  that  it  is  impossible  to  find  out  the  truth,  that 
one  religion  is  just  as  good  as  another,  and  that  it  matters  not 
what  you  believe  !  Such  are  the  straits  to  which  those  are 
reduced  who  would  abolish  the  living  and  speaking  voice  of 
the  infallible  Bishop  of  Rome !  They  might  as  reasonably 
abolish  the  voices  of  our  English  judges,  and  then,  when  a 
legal  dispute  arose  about  the  Liverpool  docks,  refer  the  liti 
gants  for  a  solution  of  their  difference  to  some  musty  folios 
of  the  Heptarchy.  Yet  if  our  plumber  consulted  Catholic 
priests  on  all  these  points  he  would  get  one  and  the  same 
answer  from  all. 

Again,  what  does  my  opponent  mean  by  a  General  Coun 
cil  ?  That  is  a  question  which  he  has  undertaken  to  answer: 
with  what  success  will  presently  appear.  "A  General  Coun 
cil"  he  tells  us,  "  must  be  solemnly  convoked  and  it  must  consist 
of  representatives  of  the  whole  Church  in  its  unity  and  not  of 
a  sectional  portion  only."  He  is  particular  about  Scripture 
authority ;  it  would  therefore  be  interesting  to  learn  where 
he  found  these  conditions  laid  down  in  Scripture.  As  to 
his  first  condition,  that  a  General  Council  must  be  solemnly 
convoked,  he  is  careful  not  to  define  what  this  "  solemn  con 
voking  "  consists  in.  We  shall  presently  see,  however,  what 
part  the  Pope  played  in  convoking  the  first  four  (Ecumenical 
Councils.  His  second  condition,  that  a  General  Council 
must  consist  of  representatives  of  the  whole  Church,  is  care 
fully  introduced  to  exclude  the  Tridentine  and  Vatican 
Councils,  which  did  not  include  heretics.  But  in  laying 
down  this  condition  he  has  somewhat  overshot  the  mark, 
and,  indeed,  given  up  his  cause. 


The  first  General  Council,  that  of  Nicaea,  in  A.D.  325,  was 
assembled  by  the  Emperor  Constantine  with  the  consent  of 
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Pope  Sylvester.  Was  the  consent  of  the  Pope  necessary  ? 
Yes,  the  Pope  Julius,  a  little  later  in  341,  referred  to  "an 
ecclesiastical  rule  that  the  churches  should  not  make  synodi- 
cal  laws  or  ordinances  without  the  consent  of  the  Bishop  of 
Rome."*  Sozomen,f  A.D.  44°,  says  :  "  It  is  a  sacerdotal  law 
that  the  things  done  contrary  to  the  sentiment  of  the  Bishop 
of  Rome  be  regarded  as  null."  And  in  the  fourth  General 
Council,  that  of  Chalcedon,  one  of  the  charges  against 
Dioscorus  was  that  "  he  had  dared  to  hold  a  Council  with 
out  the  consent  of  the  Apostolic  Throne ;  which  had  never 
been  done  or  had  been  lawful  to  do."  \  These  quota 
tions  may  perhaps  help  my  critic  to  define  what  he  means 
by  "a  solemn  summoning  of  a  General  Council." 

Again,  who  presided  at  Nicaea  ?  Dr.  D6llinger§  says : 
"  The  right  of  presiding  was  conceded,  without  contradiction, 
by  all  Councils  to  the  Pope,  in  the  person  of  his  Legates." 
The  presidents  at  Nicsea  were — Hosius,  Bishop  of  Cordova, 
and  two  priests,  Vitus  and  Vincentius,  all  three  Papal  repre 
sentatives.  Hefele  ||  remarks  that  in  all  the  lists  of  signatures, 
without  one  exception,  "  Hosius  and  the  two  Roman  priests 
sign  first,  and  after  them  Alexander,  Patriarch  of  Constanti 
nople."  Again,  Dollinger  says  IT :— "  That  at  Nice,  Hosius, 
Bishop  of  Cordova,  and  the  priests  Vitus  and  Vincentius 
presided  as  Legates  of  the  Pope  is  clear."  I  need  not 
multiply  witnesses  to  what  is  evident. 

Again,  was  this  a  Council  of  the  "  united"  Church?  No, 
not  as  my  critic  understands  the  word.  The  Church  of 
Christ  was  never  before  or  since  so  filled  with  strife  as  during 
these  times  of  the  Arian  heresy. 

Was  this  "  a  Council  of  the  whole  Church  and  not  merely  of 
a  sectional  portion  only  "  ?  No.  In  the  year  517,  Oriental 
bishops  could  muster  to  the  number  of  two  thousand  five 
hundred,**  yet  at  Nicsea  there  were  only  three  hundred  and 
eighteen  bishops,  and  they  were  all  of  them  Easterns,  except 
the  Roman  presidents.  There  were  but  three  Westerns 
present,  and  these  were  the  three  Papal  representatives  ! 

*  Socrates,  Hist.  Eccles.,  ii.  17.  t  Hist.  Ecdes.,  iii.  10. 

J  Hardouin,  ii.  68.         §  Hist,  of  the  Church,  Eng.  Trans.,  ii.  222. 
|j  Hist.  Councils,  Introd.,  sect.  5. 

IF  Dollinger,  Hist.  Ch.,  ii.  221.  **  Loc.  cit. 
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How,  then,  can  this  Council  be  called  General  ?  Only 
because  it  referred  its  decrees  for  confirmation  to  the  Pope  ! 
The  Council  of  Rome,  A.D.  485,  says  expressly  that  "the 
three  hundred  and  eighteen  bishops  assembled  at  Nioea 
referred  the  confirmation  and  authority  of  matters  to  the 
holy  Roman  Church."  * 

Let  us  now  ask  what  induced  my  opponent  to  cite  the 
Council  of  Nicaea  as  adverse  to  Papal  claims  ?  It  was  sum 
moned  by  the  Pope's  sanction.  It  was  presided  over  by  the 
Pope's  Legates.  It  was  not  a  "Council  of  the  united 
Church."  It  was  not  "a  Council  of  the  whole  Church  and 
not  merely  of  a  sectional  portion  only  "  ;  it  was  a  Council  of  a 
section  only.  Its  only  title  to  be  called  a  General  Council 
was  that  its  decrees  received  Papal  Confirmation  !  I  con 
clude,  then,  that  the  first  General  Council  did  know  something 
of  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility. 


The  Second  General  Council,  that  of  Constantinople,  held 
A.D.  381,  was  made  up  of  only  one  hundred  and  fifty  Bishops, 
all  of  them  Easterns.  There  was  not,  I  believe,  a  single 
Western  present.  Who  convoked  this  Council  ?  The  Pope. 
In  their  Synodical  Epistle  to  Pope  Damasus  the  Eastern 
Fathers  say  :  "  You  have  summoned  us  as  your  own  mem 
bers  by  the  letters  of  the  most  religious  Emperor."  f  They 
therefore  spontaneously  declare  themselves  members  of  a 
body  of  which  the  Pope  is  the  Head.  Again,  like  the 
former,  this  Council  consisted  not  "  of  representatives  of  the 
whole  Church,''  but  of  a  sectional  portion  only.  According  to 
my  critic's  own  standard,  therefore,  it  was  not  (Ecumenical. 
He  overlooked  the  fact  that  this  Council,  like  the  former, 
can  be  called  General  only  because  its  Creed,  though  not  its 
Canons,  was  accepted  by  the  Pope.  Dollinger  J  says  : — "It 
was  a  Council  of  Oriental  Bishops  only,  and  acquired  the 
authority  of  an  CEcumenical  Synod  by  the  subsequent  accept 
ance  and  confirmation  of  the  Pope."  Has  my  opponent 
really  made  much  of  a  point  against  Papal  Supremacy  and 

*  Mansi,  vii.  1140.  t  Ap.  TJieodoret.  Hist.  Eccles.,  v.  9. 

+  Hist.  C/i.,  ii.  220. 
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Infallibility  by  his  reference  to  the  Second  General  Council- 
After  all,  this  doctrine  of  the  Papal  power  does  not  seem  to 
be  "  a  modern  doctrine." 


The  Third  General  Council,  that  of  Ephesus,  held  A.D. 
431,  numbered  only  two  hundred  Bishops.  Who  convoked 
it?  The  Emperors  Theodosius  II.  and  Valentmian  III. 
with  the  consent  of  the  Pope,  given  in  a  letter  to 
Theodosius,  in  which  he  also  promised  to  send  delegates 
to  represent  the  Roman  See.*  Who  was  President? 
St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  representing  Pope  Coelestine.  t 
There  also  represented  the  Pope,  Philip,  a  priest  of  the 
Roman  Church,  and  two  Bishops.  In  the  first  Act  of 
this  Council  the  Bishops  deposed  Nestorius,  saying: 
"Being  of  necessity  constrained  by  the  Letter  of  our 
Most  Holy  Father  Celestine,  the  Bishop  of  the  Church 
of  the  Romans. "  J  In  the  second  session  one  of  the  Roman 
Legates  said  :  "  Bid  the  Letter  of  the  Holy  Pope  Ccelestine 
to  be  read,  from  which  you  will  be  able  to  know  what  care 
he  has  of  all  the  Churches."  Again,  it  is  said  that  the  Pope 
"hath  prescribed  the  sentence,  and  the  order  to  be  ob 
served."  And,  to  give  one  more  pointed  quotation  out  of 
many,  in  the  third  session  the  Papal  Legate,  Philip,  said  : 
"It  has  been  known  to  all  ages  that  the  holy  and  most 
blessed  Peter,  Prince  and  Head  of  the  Apostles,  the  Pillar 
of  the  faith,  the  Foundation  of  the  Catholic  Church,  received 
from  our  Lord  the  Keys  of  the  Kingdom,  and  to  him  was 
power  given  to  bind  and  to  loose  sins ;  who  even  until  now, 
and  always,  both  lives  and  exercises  judgment  in  his  succes 
sors.  Wherefore  Pope  Ccelestine,  Peter's  successor  and 
holder  of  his  place,  hath  sent  us  to  the  Holy  Synod  to 
represent  his  person,"  etc.  §  WThat  made  this  local  Council 
(Ecumenical?  Only  its  subsequent  confirmation,  in  the 
following  year,  by  Pope  Sixtus  III.  ||  The  Third  General 
Council  was  therefore  summoned  primarily  by  the  Pope,  it 

*  Mansi,  iv.  1291  ;  Hardonin,  i.  1473. 

t  Hardonin,  i.  1307.  +  Labbe,  iii.  534. 

§  Act  III.,  Labbe,  626  ;  Hardonin,  1477.  II  Mansi,  v.  374. 
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was  presided  over  by  his  representatives,  and  his  subsequent 
confirmation  gave  it  its  only  title  to  (Ecumenicity.  Do  these 
facts  help  the  Protestant  position  ?  Are  these  arguments  for 
or  against  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility  ? 

IV. 

The  Fourth  General  Council,  that  of  Chalcedon,  was  held 
A.D.  45 1.     Who  composed  it  ?     About  six  hundred  Bishops, 
all  (except  the  Roman  Legates]  Easterns.     It  was  not  there 
fore  "  a  Council  consisting  of  representatives  of  the  whole 
Church,"  and  it  was  a  Council  "  consisting  of  a  sectional 
portion    only."     Who    summoned   it?     The    Pope.     In    a 
letter  to  the  bishops,  the  Pope,  Leo  I.,  declared  the  Council 
to  have  been  convoked  "  at  the  command  of  Christian  princes 
and  with  the  consent  of  the  Apostolic  See."*    The  Emperor 
had  written  to  the  Pope  :  "  The  Synod  should  be  convoked 
with  your  authority."  f     The  Bishops  of  Mysia  declared  in 
a  letter  to  the  Emperor  :  "  Many  bishops  are  assembled  at 
Chalcedon  by  command  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  Leo,  who  is 
truly  the  Head  of  Bishops."!     It  was  the  Pope  therefore 
who  convoked  the  Council.     But  who  presided  over  it? 
Again  the  Pope,  in  his  representatives.     In  his  Epistle  to 
the  Council,  Pope  St.  Leo  says  :  "  In  the  brethren  Pascha- 
sinus  and  Lucentius,  bishops,  who  have  been  sent  by  the 
Apostolic  See  ....  consider  that  I  preside  at  your  Synod. "§ 
In   their  Letter  to  the  Pope  the  Fathers  of  the  Council 
said :  "  Thou,  Leo,  hast  presided,  as  Head  over  the  mem 
bers,  in  those  who  held  thy  place."  ||     The  following  are  the 
concluding  words  of  a  legal  sentence  passed  by  the  Fathers 
of  the  Council:  "Leo,  the  most  holy  and  blessed  Arch-' 
bishop  of  the  great  and  elder  Rome  has,  by  the  agency  of 
ourselves  and  the  present  Synod,  in  conjunction  with  the 
thrice-blessed  and  all-honoured  Peter,  who  is  the  Rock  and 
Foundation  of  the  Catholic  Church  and  Basis  of  the  ortho 
dox  faith,  deprived  Dioscorus  of  the  Episcopal  dignity."!" 

*Epist.,  114.  tEpist.,73. 

t  Hardonin,  ii.  710  ;  Dollinger,  ii.  222.  §  Epist.,  93,  c.  i. 

||  Hardonin,  ii.  656.  IT  Labbe,  iv.  4*5- 
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After  reading  a  Confession  of  Faith,  the  Fathers  of  the 
Council  said:  "This  is  the  faith  of  the  Apostles;  we  all 
believe  this ;  the  orthodox  believe  this ;  anathema  to  him 
who  does  not  thus  believe.  Peter  has  spoken  by  the  mouth 
of  Leo."  *  The  Papal  confirmation  of  the  Canons  of  this 
Council  was  asked  for  by  the  Fathers  in  their  Synodical 
Letter  to  Pope  Leo.  The  following  from  Dollinger  is  inter 
esting!  : — "  The  Emperor  Marcian  requested  the  Pope,  Leo, 
to  confirm  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  that  all  doubt  of  'his 
approbation  of  its  transactions  might  be  removed.  The 
deacon  Ferrandus  asserted  that  it  was  by  this  confirmation 
that  the  Council  first  acquired  its  authority ;  and  in  general 
he  declared  that  (Ecumenical  Councils  which  had  received 
the  confirmation  of  the  Pope  were  in  authority  highest  next  to 
the  Sacred  Scriptures"  The  Fourth  General  Council  was 
therefore  summoned  by  the  Pope,  presided  over  by  the 
Pope's  Legates,  and  confirmed  by  the  Pope.  It  was  a 
Council  "of  a  sectional  portion  only"  of  the  Church,  and 
its  only  claim  to  (Ecumenicity  is  that  it  was  authorized  and 
confirmed  by  the  Bishop  of  Rome. 

So  much  for  the  first  four  General  Councils,  in  appealing 
to  which  my  reverend  critic  seems  to  me  to  have  involved 
himself  and  the  cause  he  champions  in  a  trying  position. 
He  has  admitted  that  Christianity  is  impossible  without  an 
infallible  voice  to  interpret  revelation  ;  and  that  voice  is,  he 
says,  heard  only  in  the  first  four  General  Councils,  "  which 
consisted  of  representatives  of  the  whole  Church,  and  not 
of  a  sectional  portion  only."  But  his  historical  erudition  is 
at  fault.  We  have  seen  that  the  first  four  General  Councils 
were  summoned  by  the  Pope,  presided  over  by  the  Pope, 
and  confirmed  by  the  Pope.  We  have  seen  that  they  did 
not  "  consist  of  representatives  of  the  whole  Church,"  and 
that  they  did  "  consist  of  a  sectional  portion  only " ;  that 
they  are  only  (Ecumenical  because  the  Pope  confirmed 
them.  My  opponent  is  therefore  in  a  dilemma.  He  must 
either  admit  that  there  never  existed  in  the  Church  an 
infallible  teacher,  or  that  the  Pope  is  that  teacher.  He  has 
*  Labbe,  368,  t  Hist.  Ck.,  ii.  223. 
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his  choice.  He  must  either  reject  Protestantism,  and  indeed 
Christianity,  or  accept  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility. 

When  a  certain  bishop  of  the  Vatican  Council  who  had 
opposed  the  definition  of  Papal  Infallibility  was  asked  by  a 
non-Catholic  if  he  meant  to  obey  the  decree,  he  replied  : 
"Assuredly,  for  as  a  Catholic  I  have  always  believed  and 
professed  that  a  General  Council  summoned,  presided  over, 
and  confirmed  by  the  Pope,  is  infallible,  and  that  its  dog 
matic  decrees  are  infallibly  true.  The  Vatican  was  such  a 
Council.  Therefore  the  decree  of  Papal  Infallibility  is  to 
be  accepted  by  all  as  unerringly  true."  How  can  my 
clerical  opponent  escape  the  same  conclusion  ?  In  what 
quality  of  a  General  Council  was  that  of  the  Vatican  want 
ing?  Compare  the  Vatican  with  the  first  four  General 
Councils.  They  were  Eastern  only  :  the  Vatican  was  world 
wide,  representing  over  thirty  nations.  Nicaea  was  made  up 
of  three  hundred  and  eighteen  bishops,  Constantinople  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty,  Ephesus  of  two  hundred,  Chalcedon  of 
six  hundred,  the  Vatican  of  seven  hundred  and  sixty-four. 
These  Councils  were  all  summoned  by  the  same  Papal 
Authority.  They  were  all  presided  over  by  Papal  Legates. 
They  were  all  confirmed  by  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  My  critic 
will  no  doubt  say  that  the  Vatican  Council  was  not  (Ecu 
menical  because  Anglican  bishops  were  not  admitted.  But 
to  that  objection  there  are  at  least  three  answers  ready  at 
hand,  any  one  of  which  is  sufficient.  First,  it  is  the  business 
of  the  Pope,  and  of  the  Pope  alone,  as  Summoner  and  Pre 
sident  of  a  General  Council,  to  decide  who  has  a  right  to 
sit  therein.  Secondly,  Anglican  bishops  are  in  schism,  and 
thus  have  forfeited  all  claims  to  be  summoned.  Thirdly, 
only  bishops  in  reality  have  a  right  to  sit,  and  Anglican 
bishops  are  bishops  only  in  name. 

Therefore,  if  the  Vatican  was  not  a  General  Council, 
neither  .were  the  first  four  above  named.  If  they  were 
General  Councils,  so  was  the  Vatican.  If  an  Anglican 
rejects  the  Vatican,  he  must  reject  them.  If  he  accepts 
them,  he  must  accept  the  Vatican.  And  if  he  accepts  the 
Vatican,  he  must  also  accept  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infalli 
bility,  which  were  formally  defined  by  the  Vatican. 


LECTURE  VIII. 

TESTIMONIES  TO  PAPAL  INFALLIBILITY. 

All  through  this  course  of  Lectures  we  have  been  insist 
ing  on  the  obvious  fact  that  in  the  visible  Society,  which  we 
call  the  Church,  Christ  must  have  left,  and  obviously  has 
left,  a  visible,  ever  present,  supreme,  and  infallible  authority. 
Without  such  authority,  the  Church,  as  a  visible  and  united 
body,  is  impossible.  Without  such  authority,  faith  in  God's 
revelation,  in  all  of  it,  and  in  all  of  it  in  God's  sense,  is 
impossible.  That  authority  is  the  Holy  See.  The  Act  of 
the  English  Parliament  which  severed  the  English  Church 
from  communion  with  the  Holy  See  was,  therefore,  rebellion 
of  a  subject  against  a  superior.  It  was  an  act  of  apostasy, 
and  by  that  act  the  English  Church  passed  into  schism. 
The  English  Church  by  that  act  cut  itself  off  from  the 
source  of  unity ;  and  in  consequence,  and  of  necessity,  the 
process  of  disintegration  at  once  set  in  ;  the  division  into 
sects,  and  sects  of  sects  at  once  began,  and  in  the  end  will 
abolish  the  Church  by  law  established.  It  is,  of  course,  the 
constant  effort  of  Protestant  disputants,  in  face  of  Scripture, 
history,  and  common-sense,  to  keep  alive  the  bitter  "  Pro 
testant  Tradition  "  by  continual  denunciations  of  "  Papal 
Aggression,"  "the  Pretensions  of  the  Court  of  Rome,"  and 
so  forth.  But  after  all,  the  English  are  a  fair-minded  and  a 
religious-hearted  people,  and  in  the  end  evidence  will  prevail. 
Some  evidence  of  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility  I  have 
already  supplied,  when  I  was  treating  of  the  first  four 
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General  Councils.  But  on  account  of  the  great  importance 
of  the  subject  I  here  adduce  some  other  witnesses  whose 
testimony  will  not  fail  to  interest. 

The  sentiments  of  the  Eastern  Church  towards  the  Roman 
Pontiff  are  well  expressed  in  a  Letter  from  the  bishops  of 
the  East  to  Pope  Symmachus,  A.D.  500:  "As  an 
affectionate  Father  among  children,  beholding  us  perishing, 
do  not  delay,  thou  who  art  daily  taught  by  the  sacred 
Teacher,  Peter,  to  feed  the  sheep  of  Christ  entrusted  to 
thee  throughout  the  whole  habitable  wprld,  gathered  to 
gether,  not  by  force  but  of  their  own  accord."  *  And  again 
in  A.D.  514,  the  Archimandrites,  Presbyters,  and  Deacons 
of  Syria  wrote  to  Pope  Hormisdas:  "To  the  most  Holy 
and  Blessed  Patriarch  of  the  whole  earth,  Hormisdas,  hold 
ing  the  See  of  Peter,  Prince  of  the  Apostles.  .  .  .  Since 
Christ  our  God  has  appointed  you  Chief  Pastor,  Teacher, 
and  Physician  of  souls,  we  beseech  you,  most  Blessed 
Father,  to  arise  and  condole  with  the  Body  thus  torn  to 
pieces,  for  you  are  the  Head  of  alL  The  Flock  itself 
comes  forward  to  recognize  its  own  Shepherd  in  you,  its  true 
Pastor  and  Teacher,  to  whom  the  care  of  the  Sheep  is 
entrusted  for  their  salvation."  f 

In  the  "Formula  of  Pope  Hormisdas,"  A.D.  517,  which 
was  signed  by  the  Emperor  Justinian,  by  the  Patriarchs  of 
Constantinople,  by  2,500  Oriental  bishops,  |  and  confirmed 
by  the  Eighth  General  Council  (which  was  an  Eastern 
Council),  to  wit,  the  Fourth  of  Constantinople,  A.D.  869, 
among  other  things  we  read  :  "  Because  the  statement  oif 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  when  He  said  '  Thou  art  Peter  and 
upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church,'  etc.,  cannot  be  set 
aside  ;  that  which  is  here  said  is  proved  by  results ;  for  in 
the  Apostolic  See  religion  has  always  been  preserved  without 
spot.  ...  In  this  See  is  the  perfect  and  true  solidity  of  the 
Christian  religion."  § 

St.  Cyprian,  the  great  Bishop  of  Carthage,  was  a  convert 

*  Mansi,  viii.  p.  221.  f  Mansi,  viii.  p.  424. 

+  See  Dollinger's  Hist,  of  the  Church,  ii.  p.  221. 

§Denzinger,  Enchiridion  Symboloriini  et  Definitioniim.    Editio  1888, 
p.  38  n.  141. 
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to  Christianity  and  a  martyr  for  the  Catholic  faith.  He  was 
born  early  in  the  third  century.  In  a  famous  passage  in 
his  treatise  on  Unity  he  complains  that  men  do  not  go  "  to 
the  origin  of  the  truth,"  and  do  not  seek  the  Head,  neither 
do  they  attend  to  the  heavenly  Master's  teaching.  Yet  our 
Master  has  taught  us  where  to  find  the  Head ;  namely,  in 
the  successor  of  St.  Peter:  "For  He  said  to  Peter,  'Thou 
art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  My  Church,  and  the 
gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it;  and  I  will  give 
thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.'  Upon  one  He 
builds  His  Cliurch  •  and  though  He  gives  to  all  the  Apostles 
after  the  Resurrection  equal  power,  yet  in  order  to  manifest 
unity  He,  by  His  own  authority,  instituted  the  origin  of  the 
same  unity,  so  that  it  should  begin  from  one."  *  And 
according  to  St.  Cyprian  this  unity  is  a  thing  to  be  held,  for  "he 
who  holds  it  not,  does  he  think  that  he  holds  the  faith?  "  f. 

St.  Athanasius,  Archbishop  of  Alexandria,  and  the  great 
champion  of  orthodoxy  against  the  Arians,  was  born  late  in 
the  third  century.  Writing  to  Pope  Felix  II.,  he  says  : 
"You  are  the  destroyer  of  the  heresies  which  devastate  the 
Church.  You  are  the  Teacher  and  Guardian  of  sound 
doctrine  and  unerring  faith." 

St.  Chrysostom,  the  golden-mouthed  orator  and  Bishop  of 
Constantinople,  was  bom  in  the  middle  of  the  fourth 
century.  In  one  of  his  sermons  J  he  said  of  the  first  Pope  : 
"  Why,  passing  by  the  rest,  does  Christ  discourse  with 
Peter  concerning  these  things?  Because  Peter  was  the 
chosen  one  of  the  Apostles  and  the  mouth  of  the  disciples 
and  the  head  of  the  company.  For  this  cause  also  did  St. 
Paul  make  his  journey  and  visit  Peter  before  the  rest.  .  .  . 
Christ  places  in  Peter's  hands  the  empire  over  the  brethren. 
.  .  .  Should  anyone  say  'why  then  did  James  receive  the 
episcopate  of  Jerusalem  ? '  this  is  my  answer,  that  Christ 
appointed  Peter  teacher,  not  of  that  Church  but  of  the 
habitable  globe." 

Venerable  Bede,  called  by  the  Protestant  Neander  "  em 
phatically  the  teacher  of  England,"  was  bom  in  the  seventh 
century.  He  writes  of  Papal  Supremacy  thus  :  "  All  those 
*  Tr.  on  Unity,  sect.  3.  f  Sect.  4.  +  Horn.  87.  infoann.,  n.  i. 
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who  separate  themselves  from  the  unity  of  his  faith  and 
communion — that  is,  of  St.  Peter  and  of  his  successor,  the 
Pope — can  never  be  absolved  from  the  bond  of  their  sins, 
nor  enter  the  gate  of  the  heavenly  kingdom." 

Robert  Grosseteste,  Bishop  of  Lincoln  in  the  former  half  of 
the  thirteenth  century,  was  as  great  a  patriot  and  as  noble  an 
Englishman  as  ever  trod  on  British  soil.  This  great  prelate 
said  of  the  Pope  and  the  Roman  Church:'  "Obedience  to 
them  is  an  incomparably  greater  obligation  than  to  our  parents 
in  the  flesh"*  And  again  :  "The  sun  cannot  shine  on  all 
parts  of  the  earth  at  once  so  as  to  drive  out  the  darkness 
and  make  green  things  grow.  Therefore,  not  to  deprive  any 
part  of  the  globe  of  the  consolation  of  light,  the  sun  out  of 
the  plenitude  of  its  own  light,  though  without  any  loss  of 
light  to  itself,  illumines  the  moon  and  the  stars  so  that,  in 
its  absence,  they  may  illumine  the  earth.  But  when  the 
sun  itself  returns  and  once  more  manifests  its  presence  to 
the  earth,  the  lesser  luminaries  again  grow  dim  in  the  pre 
sence  of  the  sun's  rays  and  give  place  to  the  light  of  the 
sun.  So  is  our  Lord  the  Pope,  who  is  to  all  other  prelates  as 
is  the  sun  to  the  jnoon  and  stars."  f 

Archbishop  Thomas  Arundel  and  the  Bishops  of  the 
Province  of  Canterbury  in  the  year  1412  wrote  to  the  Pope 
thus:  "To  the  Most  Holy  Father  and  Lord  in  Christ,  by 
Divine  Providence  Supreme  Pontiff  of  the  Most  Holy 
Roman  and  universal  Church,  Thomas  by  the  Grace  of 
God  and  of  the  Apostolic  See,  Minister  of  the  Church  of 
Canterbury,  and  the  others,  the  Suffragans  of  the  Province  of 
Canterbury,  recommend  themselves  and  the  English  Church, 
after  most  humble  kissing  of  your  blessed  feet.  .  .  .  Christ 
committed  to  the  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  the  key-bearer  of 
eternal  life,  the  rights  of  the  earthly  and  heavenly  kingdom. 
...  On  Peter's  person,  Christ,  having  prayed  to  His  Father, 
most  firmly  built  the  Church  so  that  it  should  ever  continue 
'without  failing  in  the  faith.  For  Christ  Himself,  the  Lord 
and  Saviour,  so  disposed  the  mystery  of  this  gift  to  belong 
to  all  the  Apostles  that  nevertheless  He  would  place  it 

*  Luard's  Life  of  Grosseteste,  p.  341,  Rolls  Series, 
f  Loc.  cit.,  p.  390. 
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principally  in  Most  Blessed  Peter,  the  Prince  of  the 
Apostles,  and  in  his  Successors,  so  that  from  his  See,  as 
from  a  head,  He  might  diffuse  his  gifts  unto  the  whole 
body,  and  that  anyone  who  should  strive  with  impious 
audacity  to  violate  the  most  sacred  solidity  of  this  rock, 
built  by  God  Himself,  might  understand  himself  to  be  an 
alien  from  the  dispensation.  For  this  is  that  Most  Blessed 
See  which,  by  God's  Grace,  is  known  to  have  never  erred 
from  the  path  of  Apostolic  tradition,  nor  to  have  yielded  to  the 
stain  of  heretical  depravity,  but  to  whom,  as  Mistress  and 
Teacher  of  all,  the  other  Churches,  and  the  Fathers, 
ordained  that  all  greater  questions  and  chiefly  those  of 
faith  should  be  referred  for  discussion  and  sentence."  * 

Blessed  Thomas  More,  Chancellor  of  England,  and 
martyr  for  the  Catholic  faith,  who  was  beheaded  in  1535, 
said  at  his  trial  for  refusing  to  substitute  the  Supremacy  of 
the  Sovereign  for  that  of  the  Pope:  "Forasmuch  as  this 
indictment  is  grounded  upon  an  act  of  parliament  directly 
repugnant  to  the  laws  of  God  and  His  Holy  Church,  the 
Supreme  government  of  which,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  no 
temporal  prince  presume  by  any  law  to  take  upon  himself. 
For  there  rightfully  belongs  to  the  See  of  Rome  a  spiritual 
pre-eminence  given  by  the  mouth  of  our  Saviour  Himself 
only  to  St.  Peter  and  his  Successors,  bishops  of  the  same 
See.  .  .  .  Moreover,  no  more  might  the  realm  of  England 
refuse  obedience  to  the  See  of  Rome  than  might  the  child 
refuse  obedience  to  his  natural  fat fier"  f 

Heath,  Archbishop  of  York,  at  the  beginning  of  Eliza 
beth's  reign,  thus  protested  to  the  House  of  Lords :  "If 
by  thus  relinquishing  of  the  See  of  Rome  there  was  none 
other  matter  than  a  withdrawal  of  our  obedience  from  the 
Pope's  person,  Paul  the  fourth  of  that  name,  ....  then  the 
cause  were  not  of  such  great  importance  as  it  is  in  reality 
when  by  relinquishing  and  forsaking  the  See  of  Rome  we 
must  forsake  and  flee  from  these  four  things  :  first,  all 
General  Councils ;  second,  all  canonical  and  ecclesiastical 
laws  of  the  Church  of  Christ;  third,  the  judgment  of  all 

*  Wilkins,  Concilia  iii.  350. 

t  Life  of  More  by  Roper,  pp.  86,  87.     Ed.  1822. 
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other  Christian  princes;  and  fourth,  we  must  forsake  and 
flee  the  unity  of  the  Christian  Church,  and  by  leaping  out  of 
Peter's  ship  hazard  ourselves  to  be  overwhelmed  and  drowned 
in  the  waters  of  schisms,  sects,  and  divisions."* 

As  to  the  recognition  of  Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility 
by  the  Greek  Church  the  two  following  documents  will 
throw  light  on  that  question.  In  the  Second  General 
Council  of  Lyons,  A.D.  1274,  the  Greeks  made  this  pro 
fession  of  faith  :— "The  Roman  Church  holds  the  full  and 
chief  Primacy  and  Principality  over  the  whole  Catholic 
Church,  in  which  position  she  was  placed  by  Christ  Him 
self  in  the  person  of  Blessed  Peter,  Prince  and  Head  of  the 
Apostles,  whose  Successor  the  Roman  Pontiff  is.  And 
seeing  that  the  Roman,  above  all  other  Churches,  is  bound 
to  defend  the  true  faith,  if  any  questions  of  faith  shall '  arise, 
by  her  judgment  they  are  to  be  decided. n\  Again,  in  the 
General  Council  of  Florence,  A.D.  1439,  the  Greek  Church 
subscribed  a  Confession  of  Faith  from  which  the  following 
is  an  extract :  "  We  define  that  the  Holy  Apostolic  See  and 
the  Roman  Pontiff  holds  the  Primacy  over  the  whole  earth, 
and  that  the  Roman  Pontiff  is  the  Successor  of  Blessed 
Peter,  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  and  the  true  Vicar  of  Christ, 
the  Head  of  the  whole  Church,  and  the  Father  and  Teacher 
of  all  Christians ;  and  that  to  him,  in  Blessed  Peter,  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  gave  full  power  to  feed,  rule,  and  govern 
the  whole  Church."  \ 

As  to  denial  of  personal  Papal  Infallibility  by  the  Gallican 
Church  that  false  opinion  originated  in  the  despotism  of  the 
civil  power,  and  is  now  dead.  It  was  always  clearly  under 
stood,  even  in  France,  that  the  maxims  of  Gallicanism  had 
never  been  the  doctrines  of  antiquity.  Half  a  century 
before  the  Assembly  of  1682,  all  the  Bishops  of  France, 
assembled  in  a  General  Synod,  had  expressed  themselves 
clearly  on  this  subject.  They  said:— "The  bishops  shall 
reverence  our  Holy  Father  the  Pope,  the  visible  Head  of 
the  Universal  Church,  the  Vicar  of  God  on  earth,  the 


*  Strype's  Annals,  vol.  i.  pt.  2,  p.  395. 
f  Denzinger,  Enchiridion,  n.  389. 
%  Denzinger,  Enchirid.,  n.  589. 
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Bishop  of  bishops  and  patriarchs ;  in  a  word,  the  successor 
of  St.  Peter,  from  whom  the  Apostleship  and  the  Episcopacy 
had  their  beginning,  and  upon  whom  Jesus  Christ  founded 
His  Church  by  delivering  to  him  the  keys  of  heaven,  with 
infallibility  in  faith  which  in  his  successors  we  have  seen 
miraculously,  endure  without  change  to  the  present  day."* 

*  In  Monitis  ad  Archiep.  ef  Epp.,  A.D.  1626.  Coll.  des  proces- 
verbaux  des  Assem.  Gen.  du  Clerge  de  France,  t.  ii.  sect.  13.  p.  514. 
Pieces  Justif.  n.  14.  pp.  70-104. 


LECTURE  IX. 

THE  ORIGIN  OF  THE  ANGLICAN  ESTABLISHMENT. 

The  reverend  critic  to  whom  I  have  before  referred,  has 
rounded  off  his  discourse  against  me  by  an  account  of  the 
rise,  in  his  opinion,  of  that  branch  of  the  Civil  Service  which 
we  call  the  English  Church.  His  view  is,  as  I  believe,  that 
of  the  vast  majority  of  Englishmen,  and  therefore  it  is  worth 
while  to  look  into  it.  I  had  better  let  him  speak  for  him 
self.  He  says : 

"  In  the  days  of  the  Tudors  the  English  branch  of  the  Church 
•exercising  the  inherent  powers  that  belonged  to  ever)-  National 
Church,  assembled  her  own  constitutional  representatives,  and 
having  sought  by  prayer  the  guidance  of  the  Infallible  Spirit,  and 
after  diligent  examination  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  the  practice 
of  the  primitive  Church,  she  resolved  to  repeal  all  the  errors  of 
corrupt  doctrines  which  the  Roman  Church  had  introduced,  and 
to  retain  and  preserve  for  the  world  the  primitive  faith  as  it  is 
revealed  in  Scripture,  and  as  it  is  set  forth  in  the  four  first 
General  Councils  of  the  undivided  Church." 

On  that  paragraph,  written  I  am  sure  in  all  good  faith, 
my  opponent  really  deserves  congratulation.  It  displays 
much  skill.  It  crowds  into  one  sentence  as  many  errors  as 
would  furnish  forth  a  whole  Protestant  pamphlet.  But  I 
have  only  space  to  touch  on  the  outlines  of  a  reply. 

I  have  shown  above  that  the  whole  Church  of  Christ  on 
earth  forms  one  living  visible  body,  with  the  Pope  for  its  head. 
A  headless  body  would  be  a  monstrosity.  Of  that  body,  for 
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over  eight  hundred  years,  the  English  Church  had  been  an 
organic  part,  and  at  the  time  of  the  Reformation  was  in  full 
communion  with  the  other  parts  and  with  the  head  of  Rome. 
Before  Cranmer  was  consecrated  Archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
he  was  obliged,  as   his  predecessors    had  done,   to    swear 
obedience  to  the  Holy  See,  and  with  his  hand  on  the  Book 
of  the  Gospels  he  called  God  and  His  holy  saints  to  witness 
what  he  did.     It  is  true  that  he  had  previously  declared  in 
private  before  a  notary  that  the  oath  he  was  about  to  take  he 
had  no  intention  of  observing,  but  this  act  only  proves  that 
besides  his  other  villanies  he   was   also   a  perjurer.     The 
Church  of  England  had  hitherto  been  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  in  England.     The  National  Church  of  England  had 
hitherto  been  a  part  of  the  one  International  Church  of  the 
world.     It  had,  of  course,  its  own  rights,  well-defined  in  the 
Canon  Law  of  the  Church,   just  as  all  Catholic  bishops, 
priests,    monks,   nuns,  and  lay-folk,    just   as    all  corporate 
bodies  of  Catholics  have  to  this  day  their  own  well-defined 
rights.     It  was  a  living  member  of  that  body  of  which  the 
Pope  was  the  head,  and  therefore  when  it  rejected  the  Supre 
macy  of  the   Pope,  and  made  itself  an  isolated  National 
Church,  it  cut  itself  off  from  the  living  body,  it  became  a 
dead  limb,   it  ceased  to  be  a  Church  except  by  courtesy, 
and  became  a  mere  department  of  the  Civil  Government, 
"the  Church  by  Law  established,"  in  bondage  like  every 
other  section  of  the  Civil  Service  to  the  sovereign   "the 
Defender  of  (its)  faith  and  Supreme  Governor  of  the  Church 
within  these  our  dominions."     Not  only  every  human  being, 
but  also  every  country,  has  an  "inherent  power"  to  forsake 
the  Church  of  God  and  become  apostate,   and  that  power 
"the    English    Branch"    exercised    "in    the    days   of    the 
Tudors,"   and   from    a   living    it   became   a   dead    branch. 
When  it  split  off  from  the  centre   of  unity,   it  renounced 
Papal  Supremacy  and  Infallibility,  which  form  the  unifying 
principle  of  the  Church  of  God ;  and  as  when  a  bundle  of 
faggots  is  untied  it  falls  into  pieces,  so  the  English  Establish 
ment,  like  every  other  body  that  has  severed  its  connection 
with  Rome,  at  once  broke  up  into  sects  and  sects  of  sects 
which  have   multiplied  almost  beyond  number.     What  is 
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now  called  "  the  English  National  Church  "  is  only  a  generic 
name  for  a  constellation  of  heresies  ! 

Anglicanism  is  only  a  Church  in  name;  for  in  parting 
from  Rome  it  lost  not  only  its  Jurisdiction  but  also  its 
Orders.  It  lost  the  Apostolic  Succession.  Anglican 
ministers  are  not  sacrificing  priests,  because  the  golden 
chain  that  linked  them  with  the  apostles  was  for  a  whole 
century  broken,  and  can  never  again  be  pieced.  The 
hidden  spirit  has  vanished.  The  sacramental  power  is 
gone.  As  far  as  Anglican  Orders  are  concerned,  heaven 
and  earth  have  for  ever  parted  asunder ;  just  as  when  the 
conducting  wire  is  severed,  the  electric  flash  dies  and  is  lost 
for  ever. 

We  are  told  that  the  Reformation  "  repealed  the  errors  of 
corrupt  doctrine  which  the  Roman  Church  had  introduced" 
— Purgatory,  and  the  Real  Presence,  and  Mass,  and  the 
Intercession  of  Saints,  and  five  out  of  the  seven  Sacraments, 
and  justification  by  faith  and  good  works  and  so  forth  !  But 
who,  if  not  the  Pope,  is  the  infallible  judge  of  what  is,  and 
what  is  not,  corrupt?  I  should  like  to  ask  whether  the 
Council  of  Reformers  was  fallible  or  infallible.  Infallible  it 
could  hardly  be,  judged  by  my  critic's  own  rule,  since  "  it 
did  not  consist  of  representatives  of  the  whole  Church  but 
of  a  sectional  portion  only."  But  if  fallible,  why  accept  its 
views  of  what  is  truth  and  what  is  error?  If  my  adversary 
cannot  trust  the  Vatican  Council  of  over  700  bishops,  why 
does  he  place  such  blind  trust  in  this  conventicle  of  self- 
seeking  Reformers?  Protestantism  "in  the  day  of  the 
Tudors  repealed  the  errors  of  corrupt  doctrines  which  the 
Roman  Church  had  introduced,"  and  now  in  the  days  of 
Queen  Victoria  it  is  doing  its  best  to  reintroduce  them. 
The  supremacy  of  the  Roman  See,  indeed,  is  not  yet 
restored,  though  even  that  in  some  quarters  is  already  half- 
conceded,  for  the  modern  world  has  come  to  realize  that  not 
Scripture,  not  the  primitive  Church,  not  the  first  four 
General  Councils,  authorize  the  substitution  of  a  temporal 
sovereign,  male  or  female,  in  place  of  the  Pope,  as  Supreme 
Head  of  the  Church.  Here  is  the  assertion  and  admission 
of  a  leading  and  learned  Protestant  writer  :  "  The  Reforma- 
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tion  effected  nothing  contrary  to  Catholic  faith."  That  is 
the  assertion  ;  now  for  the  admission.  "  There  took  place, 
I  admit,  certain  things  which  were  criminal,  the  withdrawal 
from  the  communion  of  the  Roman  Church  and  the  extirpation 
of  the  religious  life"* 

My  clerical  opponent  tells  us  that,  before  effecting  the 
great  Apostasy,  the  reformers  "  sought  by  prayer  the  guidance 
of  the  Infallible  Spirit."  I  had  thought  that,  in  face  of  the 
publications  of  the  Public  Record  Office  and  the  verdict 
of  modern  historical  research,  Anglicans  for  their  own  sake 
would  have  made  no  further  mention  of  the  worthies  who 
brought  about  the  Protestant  Reformation.  Henry  and 
Somerset  and  Elizabeth  and  the  apostate  and  perjured 
clerics  who  substituted  marriage  vows  for  vows  of  chastity — 
they  are  not  exactly  the  material  which  Jesus  Christ  would 
have  chosen  to  reform  the  Church  of  God,  that  Church 
which  St.  Paul  described  as  "a  glorious  Church,  without 
spot  or  wrinkle  or  any  such  thing,  holy  and  without  blemish  ;  "" 
the  Church  of  St.  Chad,  and  St.  Hugh,  and  St.  Richard, 
and  St.  Thomas,  and  Venerable  Bede,  and  St.  Edmund 
King  and  Martyr,  and  St.  Edward  King  and  Confessor,  and 
all  those  other  glorious  Catholic  Saints  whom  the  Anglican 
Establishment  keeps  in  her  Calendar  and  pretends  to 
honour,  and  yet  who  held,  every  one  of  them,  "  those  errors 
and  corrupt  doctrines  of  the  Roman  Church "  which  the 
above-named  Protestant  worthies,  "  after  prayer  and  seeking 
the  guidance  of  the  Infallible  Spirit,  resolved  to  repeal." 

Let  me  offer  some  opinions  of  Protestant  writers  on  this- 
subject,  opinions  couched  in  language  stronger  perhaps  than 
a  Catholic  could  fittingly  employ. 

Macaulay  f  says  :  "  A  King  whose  character  may  be  best 
described  by  saying  that  he  was  despotism  itself  personified, 
unprincipled  Ministers,  a  rapacious  Aristocracy,  a  servile 
Parliament — such  were  the  instruments  by  which  England 
was  delivered  from  the  yoke  of  Rome.  The  work  which  had 

*  The  Rev.  T.  Lacey,  Vicar  of  Madingley,  in  a  document  drawn  up. 
for  the  information  of  the  Roman  Cardinals  and  theologians.  Tablet, 
Nov.  14,  1896. 

t  Essay  on  Hallam's  Const.  Hist. 
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been  begun  by  Henry,  the  murderer  of  his  wives,  was  con 
tinued  by  Somerset,  the  murderer  of  his  brother,  and  com 
pleted  by  Elizabeth,  the  murderer  of  her  guest.  Of  those  who 
had  any  important  share  in  bringing  the  Reformation  about, 
Ridley  was  perhaps  the  only  person  who  did  not  consider  it 
as  a  mere  political  job.  The  Reformation  in  England  sprang 
from  brutal  passion  and  was  nurtured  by  selfish  policy." 

A  Protestant  clergyman,  the  Rev.  H.  Christmas,  who 
edited  for  the  Parker  Society  the  works  of  Dr.  Bale,  a 
leading  Reformation  bishop,  declares  them  to  be  so  coarse 
and  revolting  that  "  they  cannot  with  propriety  be  presented 
to  the  public." 

The  Rev.  F.  G.  Lee,  late  Vicar  of  All  Saints',  Lambeth,* 
says  of  the  reforming  bishops  that  "  illiterate,  ignorant,  un- 
instructed,  the  more  violent  and  vulgar  they  were  in  franti 
cally  denouncing  the  religion  of  their  grandparents,  the 
greater  was  the  favour  shown  them  by  Ministers  of  the 
Queen  who  were  officially  pledged  to  root  out  the  old  faith." 

Dr.  Littledale,  no  friend  of  the  Catholic  Church,!  spoke 
of  the  "  utter  scoundrelism  of  the  Reformers."  He  main 
tains  that  Danton,  Marat,  and  Robespierre  stood  on  a  higher 
moral  level  than  Cranmer,  Ridley,  and  Latimer. 

Anyone  who  reads  Spelman's  History  and  Fate  of 
Sacrilege  will  find  that  these  reforming  gentlemen  had 
other  motives  than  the  reformation  of  religion.  The  Pope 
declined  to  divorce  the  prime  English  Reformer  from  his 
lawful  wife,  and  so  Henry  the  Eighth,  hitherto  "  so  much 
addicted  to  the  Papacy"— as  Burnet,  J  in  spite  of  all  his  bigotry, 
has  to  explain  at  length — who  had  been  entitled  by 
Pope  Leo  "  Defender  of  the  Faith  "  for  the  book  he  had 
written  in  defence  of  the  Seven  Sacraments — determined 
on  revenge.  As  Spelman  says,  §  the  King  destroyed 
"374  of  the  lesser  monasteries,  186  of  the  greater  sort,  90 
colleges,  no  religious  hospitals,  2374  chantries  and  free 
chapels  .  .  which  in  the  whole  did  amount  to  an  inestimable 

*  The  Church  under  Elizabeth,  i.  225. 

f  Letter  to  the  Guardian,  May  20,  1868. 

t  Abridgment  of  the  Hist,  of  the  Reform.,  Bk.  I.  p.  20. 

§  Ch.  5.  sect.  i.  p.  206,  2nd  Ed.,  1853. 
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sum  .  .  .  more  than  quadruple  that  of  the  crown  lands." 
Hyndman*  tells  us  that  "it  is  generally  agreed  that  the 
Church  held  fully  one-third  of  the  whole  landed  property 
and  wealth  of  the  country."  What  a  monstrous  act  of 
spoliation  and  outrageous  tyranny,  which  Parliament,  base 
as  it  was  and  full  as  it  was  of  greedy  plunderers,  did  not 
sanction  without  some  opposition  !  Spelman  explains  how 
that  opposition  was  overcome:  "It  is  true  the  Parliament 
did  give  them  (the  monasteries,  &c.)  to  Henry,  but  so 
unwillingly  that  when  the  Bill  had  stuck  long  in  the  Lower 
House  and  could  get  no  passage,  the  King  commanded  the 
Commons  to  attend  him  in  the  forenoon  in  his  gallery, 
where  he  let  them  wait  till  late  in  the  afternoon,  and  then 
coming  out  of  his  chamber,  walking  a  turn  or  two  amongst 
them,  and  looking  angrily  on  them,  first  on  one  side  and 
then  on  the  other,  at  last,  I  hear  (saith  he)  that  my  bill 
will  not  pass  !  But  I  will  have  it  pass  or  I  will  have  some 
of  your  heads.  And  without  other  rhetoric  or  persuasion 
he  returned  to  his  chamber.  Enough  was  said,  the  bill  was 
passed,  and  all  was  given  him  as  he  desired."  f 

Now,  let  us  bear  in  mind  these  four  following  facts  : — 
First,  the  possessions  thus  plundered  were  in  reality  the 
property  of  the  poor.  "  The  monasteries  fulfilled  functions 
to  a  great  extent  identical  with  that  of  parochial  relief."  \ 
"So  long  as  the  Church  held  its  lands  and  its  power, 
permanent  pauperism  was  unknown.  "  §  The  workhouse 
is  the  product  of  the  Protestant  Reformation.  Before 
that  epoch  the  poor  had  been  relieved  for  the  love  of 
God.  Let  it  never  be  forgotten  that  when,  by  the  infamous 
acts  of  Henry  and  Edward  (38  Hen.  VIII.  c.  4;  i  Ed.  VI. 
c.  14),  the  property  of  all  "colleges,  free  chapels,  chantries, 
hospitals,  fraternities,  brotherhoods,  and  guilds  "  was  seized 
by  the  Crown  and  passed  into  the  pockets  of  royal  favour 
ites— "to  be  used  and  exercised  to  more  godly  and  virtuous 
purposes  "—it  was  in  the  fullest  sense  of  the  word,  public 

*  The  Historical  Basis  of  Socialism  in  England,  p.  16. 

f  Loc.  cit.,  p.  206. 

J  Thorold  Rogers,  Hist,  of  Agric.  and  Prices  in  England,  vol.  iv. 

§  Hyndman,  I.e.,  p.  31. 
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property,  and,  in  a  special  sense,  the  property  of  the  poor, 
which  was  thus  plundered  and  appropriated.  Toulmin 
Smith  (Old  Crown  House,  p.  36)  says: — "Till  the  posses 
sions  of  all  the  guilds  .  .  .  became  vested  by  these  two 
.acts  in  the  Crown ;  and  the  unprincipled  courtiers  who  had 
advised  and  helped  the  scheme,  gorged  themselves  out  of 
this  wholesale  plunder  of  what  was,  in  every  sense,  public 
property." 

Secondly,  all  this  booty  was  quickly  squandered.  Says 
Spelman  :  *  "  A  man  may  justly  wonder  how  such  an  ocean 
of  wealth  should  come  to  be  exhausted  in  so  short  a  time  of 
peace.  .  .  .  Within  four  years  Henry  was  drawn  so  dry  .... 
that  he  was  not  so  sufficiently  furnished  for  building  of  a 
few  block-houses  for  defence  of  the  coast,  but  the  next 
year  after,  he  must  have  another  subsidy  of  four-fifteens  to 
bear  out  his  changes." 

Thirdly,  all  this  confiscation  not  only  turned  50,000 
monks  and  nuns  on  the  world  as  beggars,  but  the  plunder 
was  used  against  the  people.  Says  Hyndman  :  f  "This 
property  was  taken  from  men  who  used  it  in  great  part  for 
public  advantage,  to  be  held  by  those  who  then  and  ever 
after  have  used  it  against  the  interests  of  the  people.  The 
last  hold  of  the  English  people  on  their  soil  was  torn  off  for 
the  benefit  of  a  clique  of  oppressors.  Thus  the  poor  who 
had  ever  obtained  ready  relief  from  the  Church,  the  way 
farers  who  could  always  find  food  and  shelter  in  the  religious 
houses,  the  children  of  the  people  who  repaired  to  the 
Convent  for  guidance  and  teaching,  were  deprived  at  one 
fell  swoop  of  alms,  shelter,  and  schools."  Dr.  Lee  {  writes : 
"The  English  peasant  had  been  duly  taught  to  revere 
those  sacred  sanctuaries.  There  every  morning  the  bell 
for  mass  rung  out  over  wold  and  valley.  From  tower  and 
turret  sounded  the  well-known  chime  which  reminded  the 
faithful  of  the  fact  of  the  Incarnation.  For  the  peasant  the 
religious  house  was  his  inn  when  travelling ;  his  hospital 
when  stricken  down  with  sickness ;  his  place  of  retirement 

*  Loc.  cit.,  p.  208. 
t  Loc.  cit.,  p.  32. 
J  Historical  Sketches  of  the  Reformation,  p.  90. 
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and  rest  when  he  had  fallen  into  indigence  or  grown  grey 
in  the  sweat  of  his  brow.  Under  temporal  as  well  as  spiri 
tual  difficulties  the  English  labourer  had  recourse  to  the 
Fathers  and  Brothers  of  the  House;  and  to  such,  who 
remembered  the  pledge  that  even  the  cup  of  cold  water 
given  in  their  Master's  name  should  not  lose  its  reward, 
he  seldom  turned  in  vain." 

Fourthly,  the  people  rose  in  rebellion  to  maintain  their 
rights,  and  defend  the  monks.  There  were  four  risings 
in  Yorkshire,  one  in  Lincolnshire,  one  in  Somersetshire,  one 
in  Devonshire,  one  in  Norfolk.  "  The  Pilgrimage  of  Grace  " 
numbered  40,000  men,  and  among  other  things  demanded 
that  "the  Pope  should  have  his  wonted  jurisdiction  and 
that  the  monasteries  should  be  again  set  up."  *  These 
risings  were  crushed  by  foreign  troops.  "  The  Devonshire 
insurrection  was  put  down  by  Lord  Russell,  who  employed 
foreign  troops  for  the  purpose  of  shooting,  torturing,  and 
disembowelling  his  own  countrymen."  t 

Such  was  the  origin  of  what  is  called  "  The  Reformation." 
The  very  thought  of  it  should  make  an  Englishman 
ashamed  of  his  nationality.  Such  are  facts  which  have 
been  carefully  concealed  from  the  people  at  large,  while  a 
very  different  story  has  been  put  in  their  place.  But  with 
the  spread  of  education  among  the  masses  and  the  increase 
of  historical  knowledge,  the  fog  of  ignorance  and  prejudice 
which  for  three  centuries  has  obscured  the  truth,  must  soon, 
lift  and  disappear,  and  then  the  English  people,  dragooned 
out  of  their  faith,  plundered  out  of  their  possessions,  will 
come  to  regard  "  the  Glorious  Reformation "  with  horror 
and  disgust.  The  Reformers,  Dr.  Littledale  has  called 
"  scoundrels."  The  Reformation  which  they  effected 
Macaulay  has  described  as  "a  political  job."  When,  then, 
my  reverend  opponent  assures  the  world  that  "  the  Refor 
mers  having  sought  by  prayer  the  guidance  of  the  Infallible 
Spirit,  resolved  to  repeal  the  errors  of  corrupt  doctrine 
which  the  Roman  Church  had  introduced,"  his  assertion 
can  only  be  regarded  as  a  joke.  Englishmen  may  well 

*  Burnet,  /.<-.,  p.  189.  t  Hyndman,  I.e.,  p.  34. 


The  Origin  of  Anglican  Establishment    139 

ask   themselves  why  they  should  yield  allegiance   to  such 
gentry  ! 

And  now,  in  concluding  these  lectures,  let  us  again  apply 
the  touchstone  of  facts  to  the  working  of  Private  Judgment 
on  the  one  hand  and  of  Papal  Infallibility  on  the  other. 
English  Protestantism  has  lived  but  three  centuries  and 
already  it  is  tottering  to  its  grave.  "  Mortalia  facta  peri- 
bunt,"  said  the  Latin  poet.  It  was  the  work  of  man's  hand 
and  must  therefore  perish.  It  was  a  merely  human  institu 
tion,  "  a  Church  by  law  established  "  ;  it  has  had  its  day,  and 
it  is  disappearing.  Dr.  Ryle,  the  Protestant  Bishop  of 
Liverpool,  in  his  Charge  to  his  clergy  in  November  1890, 
said  plaintively  and  piteously  : — "I  beseech  you  to  realize 
that  the  Protestantism  of  this  country  is  gradually  ebbing 
away."  The  late  Archbishop  of  York,  Dr.  Magee,  expressed 
the  same  thought  in  another  way  :  "  We  bishops  have  been 
sitting  in  the  back  attics  of  the  Church  grandly  discussing 
the  papering  of  it,  with  the  house  on  fire  in  the  kitchen  and 
burglars  breaking  in  at  the  parlour  windows."  English 
Protestantism  has  indeed  had  every  natural  advantage  to 
quicken  it  into  vigorous  life.  It  has  been  spread  over  but 
a  limited  area.  It  has  been  professed  only  by  a  single 
nation — by  a  nation  speaking  the  same  language ;  by  a 
nation  remarkable  for  its  capacity  for  union ;  by  a  nation 
tenacious  of  its  national  institutions.  At  its  back  it  has 
had  boundless  wealth,  unlimited  power,  enormous  influence. 
And  yet  after  three  short  centuries  it  is  moribund,  effete, 
worn-out,  obsolete.  The  educated  classes  have  given  up 
doctrinal  belief.  The  unthinking  masses  are  plunged  in 
indifference.  Of  the  whole  body  hardly  five  per  cent,  attend 
public  worship.  Religion  without  a  human,  guiding,  in 
fallible  voice,  has  become  a  dreary  wilderness  of  wild 
speculation,  of  speculation  that  has  filled  England  with 
controversies,  with  disputes,  with  doubts,  with  miseries, 
with  sects.  Earnest  men  are  asking  on  every  side,  "  What 
shall  we  do  to  be  saved?"  and  Protestant  lips  that  were 
once  so  oracular  murmur  back  in  faltering  accents,  "  Alas  1 
what  whall  we  do?"  Protestantism  began  in  a  protest 
against  the  Catholic  religion;  it  is  ending  in  a  protest 
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against  revealed  religion.  It  professed  in  the  beginning  to 
be  the  purifier  of  a  corrupted  revelation ;  it  is  ending  as  a 
corrupter  of  all  revelation.  It  is  now  nothing  more  than  a 
jumble  of  contradictory  opinions,  at  discord  on  every  point 
except  in  its  traditional  hostility  to  the  Church  of  God.  It 
is  full  of  angry  thoughts  and  angry  words  at  what  it  calls 
"  the  cast-iron  system  of  Rome  "  ;  because  itself  accustomed 
to  play  fast  and  loose  with  truth,  it  cannot  understand  that 
every  system  of  truth,  from  Euclid's  geometry  upwards, 
must  be  inflexible  as  steel.  Protestantism  is  dying — dying 
not  from  external  attacks,  but  from  internal  disorders.  The 
solvent  of  Private  Judgment  has  done  its  work  well,  and 
Protestantism  is  evaporating  into  nebulous  Theism.  It  is 
melting  away  into  a  Natural  Religion,  in  which  even  the 
natural  element  is  dim  and  blurred  in  outline.  It  is  in 
definite  as  a  dream,  unstable  as  water,  changeful  as  the 
clouds.  The  image  and  superscription  of  divinity  it  never 
bore,  but  now  three  centuries  have  so  worn  off  all  stamp 
that  the  very  men  who  coined  it  would  fail  to  recognize  the 
product  of  their  own  mint.  Having  split  off  from  the 
centre  of  Catholic  unity,  like  a  November  meteor  it  blazed 
for  a  brief  season  through  the  heavens,  only  to  collide  with 
human  reason  and  burst  into  smaller  fragments  which  again 
burnt  fiercely  for  a  little  space,  and  then  were  quenched  in 
darkness.  If  dissolution  means  death,  then  Protestantism 
is  assuredly  dying.  It  has  broken  up  into  pieces  past 
counting.  In  its  impact  against  man's  reason  it  has  split 
into  countless  and  contending  sects  the  very  names  of 
which  move  thoughtful  men  to  pity. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Catholic  and  Infallible  Church, 
after  her  nineteen  centuries  of  existence,  shows  no  signs  of 
decrepitude  or  decay.  She  is  full  of  life  and  youthful 
vigour.  Her  territory  was  never  before  so  extensive.  Her 
children  were  never  before  so  numerous.  Her  fold  em 
braces  men  of  every  race  and  nation  and  tongue ;  men 
linked  together  by  no  common  bond  of  territory  or  speech 
or  nationality  or  interest ;  nay,  unfriendly  to  one  another 
except  in  their  love  of  Catholic  truth  :  at  enmity,  except  at 
the  foot  of  the  Catholic  altar.  How  do  you  explain  these 


The  Origin  of  Anglican  Establishment    141 

facts  ?  Natural  explanation  there  is  none.  The  Catholic 
Church  is  poor.  She  is  weak.  She  is  oppressed.  Cabinets 
love  her  not.  Secret  societies  plot  against  her.  Hostile 
armies  confront  her.  Again  and  again  has  her  destruction 
been  prophesied,  and  again  and  again  has  she  worsted  her 
foes.  They  have  succumbed,  while  she  has  survived.  She 
has  come  forth  from  the  strife,  her  beauty  unmarred,  her 
vigour  undiminished.  In  the  fourth  century  Arianism  rose 
up  against  her.  But  Arianism  is  dead  and  she  lives  on.  In 
the  fifth  century  Nestorianism  rose  up  against  her.  But 
Nestorianism  is  dead  and  she  lives  on.  In  the  sixteenth 
century  Protestantism  rose  up  against  her,  but  Protestantism 
is  dying  and  she  lives  on.  And  so  shall  it  be  to  the  end. 
Heresies  will  be  born,  will  flourish,  and  will  die,  but  the 
Catholic  Church  will  live  for  ever.  Why  ?  Because  she  is 
built  upon  the  Rock  of  that  Infallible  Teacher  whose  See  is 
in  Rome  and  whose  Supremacy  radiates  to  the  ends  of  the 
earth.  "  Thou  art  Peter,  the  Rock  ;  and  on  this  Rock  I  will 
build  My  Church  ;  and  the  gates  of  hell  shall  never  prevail 
against  it" 

Thus  I  end.  I  have  spoken  plainly,  not  meaning  to 
wound.  I  have  spoken  boldly,  for  the  truth  is  at  stake, 
the  honour  of  Christ  is  at  stake,  the  salvation  of  souls  is 
at  stake.  It  would  have  been  easier,  it  would  have  been 
pleasanter,  to  accept  the  proffered  hand  of  friendship  which 
Anglicanism  has  lately  held  out  to  the  Catholic  Church. 
But  stern  duty  forbids  compromise.  We  have  no  choice. 
The  Catholic  Church  is  guardian  of  Divine  Truth,  and  of 
that  Truth  she  may  not  abate  one  iota,  nay,  not  though  the 
heavens  were  crumpling  up  like  a  burning  parchment  scroll ; 
of  that  Truth  she  may  not  abate  one  jot  or  tittle,  nay,  not 
though  the  spheres  were  tumbling  in  ruins  about  her.  With 
our  separated  brethren  I  have  every  sympathy.  They  are  in 
error,  but  the  fault  is  not  wholly  theirs,  perhaps  not  theirs  at 
all.  Their  minds  are  warped.  Their  judgment  is  biased. 
They  are  soaked  through  and  through  with  prejudice. 
Three  centuries  of  endless  calumny  against  the  Catholic 
Church  have  ingrained  prejudice  against  Christ's  Spouse, 
against  their  own  life-giving  Mother,  against  the  ancient 
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Church  of  fair  England,  against  that  Church  for  which  our 
sturdy  Northern  ancestors  fought  so  long  and  fought  so 
stubbornly  in  order  to  prevent  Protestant  innovations  and 
Protestant  spoliations  ;  ceaseless  calumny  has  ingrained  pre 
judice,  till  prejudice  has  become  part  and  parcel  of  the  very 
bone  and  fibre  of  their  being.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  pass 
judgment  on  them.  God  is  their  Judge,  not  I.  But  to  those 
outside  the  true  fold,  who  are  earnestly  seeking  the  truth,  I 
say  :  "  Certainty,  reality,  light,  are  found  only  in  the  Church 
Catholic  and  Roman.  Do  not  live,  and,  above  all,  do  not 
die,  satisfied  with  opinions,  with  doubts,  with  shadows. 
Truth  lies  at  your  door;  do  not  reject  it." 

And  you,  my  Catholic  brethren,  full  of  gratitude  to  God 
for  the  priceless  gift  of  the  true  faith,  pray  that  the  boon 
given  to  you  may  be  given  to  others  also.  Pray  daily  that 
this  great  English  nation  may  once  again,  as  of  old,  come 
to  love  the  Catholic  Church,  the  only  safe  bulwark  against 
Indifferentism,  the  only  secure  breakwater  against  Atheism. 
Pray  that  this  noble  nation  may  once  again  recognize  that 
life-giving  Mother,  that  Royal  Mother,  in  whose  diadem 
England  was  once  the  fairest  jewel. 

May  England  again  come  by  her  own  !  For  the  Catholic 
Church  is  her  own.  The  Catholic  Church  is,  by  right,  the 
possession  of  Englishmen ;  a  rich  possession  out  of  which, 
three  centuries  ago,  through  the  lust  of  a  shameless  king 
and  the  greed  of  a  rapacious  nobility,  the  English  nation 
was  recklessly  plundered;  a  rich  possession,  out  of  which 
the  English  nation  was  tyrannically  dragooned  by  a  hired 
and  a  foreign  soldiery.  A  rich  possession  truly  !  For  the 
Catholic  Church  alone  is  the  Kingdom  of  Christ.  The 
Catholic  Church  alone  is  the  City  of  the  Great  King. 
The  Catholic  Church  alone  is  the  House  of  the  Living 
God.  She  alone  is  the  Body,  whereof  Christ  is  the  Head. 
She  alone  is  the  Spouse,  of  whom  Christ  is  the  Bridegroom. 
She  alone  is  the  City  set  upon  a  Hill,  the  Jerusalem  of 
earth,  the  Light  that  can  not  be  hid.  The  Catholic  Church 
alone  is  the  one  infallible  Mother,  the  one  unerring  Guide, 
whose  skill  in  pathways  of  the  perilous  mountains  fails  not, 
whose  voice  falters  not,  whose  hand  trembles  not,  whose 
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foot  stumbles  not.  The  Catholic  Church  alone  is  the  One 
Fold,  wherein  the  One  Shepherd  feeds  the  One  Flock. 
She  alone  is  that  House  against  which  for  nineteen  cen 
turies  winds  have  blown,  and  rains  have  beaten,  and  waves 
have  dashed,  and  yet  it  has  fallen  not,  because  it  is  built 
upon  a  Rock.  The  Catholic  Church,  alone  of  all  churches, 
is  ever  the  same,  adding  nothing  to  Christ's  doctrine,  taking 
nothing  away  from  that  doctrine ;  ever  the  same,  yesterday, 
to-day,  and  for  ever  :  ever  the  same,  unchanged,  unchang 
ing,  and  unchangeable. 

THE   CATHOLIC   CHURCH    ALONE   is   THE   PILLAR   AND 
GROUND  OF  THE  TRUTH. 
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